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The purpose. The purpose of this study was to 
determine Iowa school board members' attitudes about 
suggested methods to accomplish school district 
reorganization in Iowa, what factors should influence 
such reorganization, and what agency should perform 
the act of reorganization, 
Procedure. A questionnaire was developed and 
one Department of Education consultant and the Executive 
Director of the Iowa Association of School Boards 
assisted in establishing its face validity. With the 
assistance of area education agency directors and local 
school district superintendents, the final questionnaire 
was distributed to all local school board members. 
Findings and conclusions. Board members are told 
often by their local school district patrons that most 
important reasons for opposition to school district 
reorganization are: (1) children would live too far 
from their attendance center, (2) the town would die if 
the school district were to reorganize, and (3) trans- 
portation would be too complicated. Results of this 
study show that, according to board members, the two 
most important factors to consider in reorganizing 
school districts are the ability to meet state minimum 
standards and the breadth of the instructional offerings 
of the district. Further, the study shows that board 
members prefer the petition method over the dissolution 
method of reorganization. The study also shows that 
board members prefer the local education agency as the 
unit to determine school district reorganization, and 
board members prefer the natural progression method 
of reorganization over all others. 
Recommendations. Local districts should have the 
first opportunity to meet the needs of their resident 
pupils. Local boards should consider both methods of 
reorganization currently allowed by Iowa law. Lacal 
districts should have the power to determine whether 
they will or will not reorganize with other districts. 
Local districts should be required to meet state 
minimum standards or reorganize with other districts 
that do, or will, after the merger. 
Table of Contents 
Page 
List of Tables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  v 
List of Figures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  vii 
Chapter 
f . Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Statement of the Problem . . . . . . . . . .  
Significance of the Study . . . . . . . . .  
Definition of Terms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Limitations of the Study . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summary 
. . . . . . . . . . .  2 . Review of Related Literature 
. Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  National Perspectives 
. . . . . . . . . . .  Iowa Legislative Review 
Iowa Perspectives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . .  Current Iowa Directions 
Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 3 Research Methodology 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Design of the Study 
Instrument . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Population 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  Treatment of the Data 
iii 
Chapter Page 
4. Findings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . * . . .  80 
Survey Response , . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . , . .  81 
Reasons for Opposition to 
Reorganization , . . . . . . . . . . .  ... 83 
Present Methods of Reorganization 88 
Factors to consider in School 
District Reorganization . . . . . . . .  94 
Preferred Methods of School 
District Reorganization . . . . . . . .  101 
5. Summary, Conclusions, Discussion, and 
Recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  127 
Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  127 
Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 9  
Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  131 
Recommendations . . . . . . . ,  . . . .  
References . . . , . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . .  140 
Appendices 
A. Letter to Area Education Agency 
Administrators Requesting Assistance 
Distributing Local School District 
Packets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  144 
B .  Letter to Local District Superintendent 
Requesting Assistance Distributing 
Surveys ........,.................... 146 
C .  Letter to Board Members Requesting 
Participation in the Study , . . . . . . . . .  148 
D. Questionnaire Distributed ta All Local 
School District Board Members . . . . . . .  150 
Table 
Tables 
Page 
School District Enrollment 1986-87 
Compared to 1966-67 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Comparison of Top-Ranked and Bottom- 
. . .  Ranked States in Terms of ACT Scores 21 
Comparison of Top-Ranked and Bottom- 
Ranked States in Terms of High School 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Graduation Rate 23 
Research Conducted in Midwest High Schools 
Reported in Summary of Research on Size 
of- Schools and ~chbor~istricts Eporting 
m?;; Recommendatsion or Findings were 
..# 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Inconclusive 49 
. . . . . . . . .  Public School Enrollment in Iowa 54 
Number of Public School Districts in Iowa 
1952-53 through 1986-87 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  56 
Iowa School District Enrollment 1986-87 
Compared to 1966-67 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  58 
Distribution of Districts and Pupils 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  in Iowa 60 
Ten Largest Iowa School Districts 
Geographically ......................... 61 
Eleven Smallest Iowa School Districts 
Geographically . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  62 
Average Curriculum Units Taught by 
Enrollment Category in Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . .  63 
Survey Response of Schools by Area 
Education Agency (AEA) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  82 
Preference by Size of School District for 
the Dissolution Versus Petition Method 
. . . . . .  of School District Reorganization 85 
Table 
14. Preference by School Board Elember 
Experience for the Dissolution Versus 
Petition tfethod of School District 
Reorganization ..................,. . . . . . .  86 
Preference by Area Education Agency for 
the Dissolution Versus Petition Method 
of School District Reorganization.,.,.. 87 
Selection of Reorganization Methods by 
the Local District Compared by 
Enrollment Categories .................. 91 
Selection of Reorganization by the 
Legislature Compared by Enrollment 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Categories 93 
Minimum Enrollment Reorganization Plan 
. . . . . .  Compared by Enrollment Categories 107 
County-Like Reorganization Plan Compared 
by Enrollment Categories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  110 
Natural Progression Reorganization Plan 
Compared by Enrollment Categories . . . . . .  112 
Restructuring Commission Plan Compared 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  by Enrollment Categories 114 
Restructuring Standards Plan Compared 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  by Enrollment Categories 116 
Figure 
Figures 
Page 
Percentage of Yes Responses to Reasons 
for Opposition to School District 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Reorganization. 84 
Average Rank Order Choices of All School 
Board Members for Determining Which 
Agency Should Determine Future School 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  District Reorganization. 89 
Percentage of Respondents Who Chose School 
District Reorganization by the LocaL 
School District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  90 
Percentage of Respondents Who Chose School 
District Reorganization by the 
Legislature . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  92 
Average Rank Order of Factors to Consider 
When Determining School District 
Reorganization . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . - . . . . . . .  96 
Percentage of Times Each Alternative Was 
Selected As the Primary Factor to 
Consider in Reorganization . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  98  
Percentage of Times Each Alternative Was 
Selected As the First, Second, or Third 
. . . .  Factor to Consider in Reorganization 99 
Average Rank Order of Specific 
Reorganization Plans . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  102 
Percentage of Times Each Alternative Was 
Selected As the Primary Plan to Consider 
in Reorganization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  103 
Percentage of Times Each Plan Was Selected 
As the First or Second Choice to Consider 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  in Reorganization 105 
Percentage of Times Each Alternative Was 
Selected As the Least Favorite Plan 
to Consider in Reorganization . . . . . . . . * . .  106 
vii 
Figure Page 
12. Percentage of Times Board Members from 
School Districts of Less than 1,000 
Students Selected Each Alternative as 
the Primary Plan to Consider in 
Reorganization .........,....,............ 123 
13. Percentage of Times Board Members from 
School Districts of More than 1,000 
Students Selected Each Alternative as 
the Primary Plan to Consider in 
Reorganization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 2 4  
14.  Percentage of Times Board Members from 
School Districts of Fewer than 1,000 
Students Selected Each Alternative as 
the Least Favorite Plan to Consider 
in Reorganization ...............,....... 125 
15. Percentage of Times Board Members from 
School Districts of ffore than 1,000 
Students Selected Each Alternative as 
the Least Favorite Plan to Consider 
in Reorganization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  126 
Chapter h 
Introduction 
The United States Constitution sets apart those 
responsibilities specifically assigned to the federal 
government and leaves others, including the assumed 
responsibility for education, to the individual states. 
Each state can govern its people in a manner deemed 
appropriate as long as such governance does not conflict 
with powers expressly reserved to the federal 
government. 
The state of Iowa, as all other states, controls 
and regulates public and private education. Iowa 
provides free educational opportunities for all children 
between the ages of five and twenty. In Iowa, children 
between the ages of seven and sixteen, unless they have 
completed the eighth grade, are required by law to 
attend school. This education is provided at public 
expense through a complex mix of stare and local 
financial support, 
It has been, and continues to be, the philoso~hy 
of the people of the state of Iowa to provide the 
young people with the best educational opportunities 
possible in the most efficient manner. The people of 
Iowa expect a validated return on their investment 
in education. 
The people of Iowa have chosen to delegate operation 
of the individual public school districts to the citizens 
residing within the borders of those districts. As a 
result, a strong emphasis on local control permeates 
the management of Iowa's public schools. 
Iowa schools developed from the Homestead Act of 
1862 which provided for a public school in each township. 
One section of land was set aside near the center of 
each four square miles to be used to create a separate 
school district, usually consisting of a kindergarten 
through eighth grade one-room schoalhouse. There were 
approximately 14,000 school districts in the state of 
Iowa by 1900 including separate elementary and high 
school districts. 
As Iowa grew in population and urbanized, elementary 
and high school districts began to consolidate, as well 
as kindergarten through grade twelve districts, in 
order to provide greater educational opportunities in 
a more efficient manner. This process of consolidation 
continues today, usually in the form of reorganization 
by the merger of two or more contiguous public school 
districts. In 1952 the number of independent public 
school districts was 4,558. The period 1952 to 1969 
was a time of dramatic consolidation and the number of 
p u b l i c  school  d i s t r i c t s  was reduced t o  457 [ ~ e p a r t m e n t  
- 
of Educat ion ( D , E . ) ,  1 9 8 6 ~ 1  . The number of d i s t r i c t s  
d e c l i n e d  i n  t h i s  pe r iod  because many s m a l l  communities 
ceased t o  e x i s t  o r  t h e i r  c i t i z e n s  no longer  chose t o  
educate  t h e i r  young people  i n  a l o c a l  independent 
d i s t r i c t .  A s  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  system, i n c l u d i n g  
v e h i c l e s  and r o a d s ,  improved, a l l  e lementary d i s t r i c t s  
were g r a d u a l l y  merged w i t h  h igh  schoo l  d i s t r i c t s  t o  
form s i n g l e  k i n d e r g a r t e n  through t w e l f t h  grade  d i s t r i c t s .  
While t h e  number of d i s t r i c t s  d e c l i n e d  by 4 ,101  
from 1952 t o  1969, s t u d e n t  enrol lment  i n c r e a s e d  t o  a 
peak of 659,888 (D.E. , 1986 e) . The d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  
number of  d i s t r i c t s  dur ing  t h a t  1 7  yea r  p e r i o d  r e p r e s e n t s  
9 9 . 5  p e r c e n t  of a l l  d i s t r i c t  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  f o r  t h e  
l a s t  34 y e a r s .  
S ince  1969 t h e r e  has  been a l a r g e  dec rease  i n  t h e  
number of  school  age c h i l d r e n  bu t  no corresponding 
dec rease  i n  t h e  number of p u b l i c  schoo l  d i s t r i c t s .  
The e f f e c t  i s  a dramat ic  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  number of 
d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  small  en ro l lmen t s .  Table  1 shows t h e  
t r e n d  towards d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  s m a l l e r  en ro l lmen t s  over  
t h e  twenty yea r  p e r i o d  from 1966-67 t o  1986-87, Some 
d i s t r i c t s  grew i n  enrol lment  w h i l e  o t h e r s  d e c l i n e d .  
The number of d i s t r i c t s  e n r o l l i n g  fewer t h a n  5Cl0 
s t u d e n t s  inc reased  63 .0  pe rcen t  dur ing  t h i s  t ime w h i l e  
d i s t r i c t s  o f  more than  500 s t u d e n t s  e n r o l l e d  d e c l i n e d  
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by 28.0 percent. Such dramatic changes signify the 
return to smaller more costly districts, In addition 
the number of districts with enrollment of fewer than 
1,000 students increased by 23 or 7.4 percent while 
the number of districts with enrollment of more than 
1,000 students declined by 42 or 29.0 percent as shown 
in Table 1. The decline in number of districts during 
the 17 year period 1969 to 1986 represents only 0.5 
percent of the total decline since 1952 while 99-5 percent 
of all district consolidation took place between 1952 
and 1969. While Iowa's student population declined 
by 31.6 percent between 1969 and 1986, Iowa's total 
number of public school districts declined by only 
4.6 percent. 
As public school district enrollments decline 
pressures to reorganize school districts increase. 
Problems arising include the emergence of classes which 
contain fewer students yet full time teachers with 
salaries that continue to increase. Fixed costs 
continue to increase even when students in various 
facilities become fewer and fewer. Transportation 
costs increase as bus routes continue to cover entire 
geographic distriets while ridership declines. Political 
pressures emerge as district residents and state mandates 
cause educators to seek expansion and improvement of 
programs, while state aid, which is based on students 
enrolled in each district, shrinks resulting in teacher 
and program reduction rather than expansion. Questions 
developed from this information are : 
I. Will reorganization of Iowa's public school 
districts solve these problems? 
2. What are the most important factors that should 
be considered in school district reorganization? 
3. If reorganization is imminent, what agency 
should administer it? 
4. What is the most effective method of 
reorganization that should be utilized? 
Iowa Code Chapter identifies the only two 
methods formal reorganization allowed Iowa law, 
the petition method and the dissolution method. 
The petition method 02 reorganization is the most 
commonly used method for merging two or more school 
districts. With this method two or more districts 
totally merge geographic areas and combine all facilities 
ro  form a new single district. This takes place by a 
vote of the citizens of both districts which is also 
initiated by the citizens. 
The dissolution process is an alternative to the 
petition method. This method originates with the local 
school boards, not the citizens. It assigns the 
authority and responsibility to a Board-appointed 
commission. The dissolution comission has one year 
from its creation to meet with all boards of the 
contiguous districts, seek input at hearings, develop 
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a p l a n  f o r  merging wi th  one o r  more contiguous d i s t r i c t s ,  
and presen t  a  proposal  t o  the  d i s t r i c t ' s  vo t e r s  which 
may be approved by a  simple major i ty .  The d i f f e r ence  
between the  p e t i t i o n  and d i s so lu t ion  methods of 
reorgan iza t ion  i s  t h a t  t he  p e t i t i o n  method r e a u i r e s  
t h a t  t he  d i s t r i c t  i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y  merge wi th  one o r  
more o t h e r  d i s t r i c t s ,  while t he  d i s s o l u t i o n  method 
allows f o r  t h e  d i s t r i c t  t o  be s ~ l i t  i n t o  p a r t s  which 
a r e  then merged wi th  o ther  contiguous d i s t r i c t s .  
Between 1 9 6 5  and 1987 a l l  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  reorganizat ion 
i n  Iowa o r i g i n a t e d  wi th  c i t i z e n s t  p e t i t i o n s ,  the  p e t i t i o n  
method. The only success fu l  reorgan iza t ion  e f f o r t s  
during t h a t  per iod  took e f f e c t  on Ju ly  1 ,  1985. On 
t h a t  d a t e  Colfax and Mingo reorganized i n t o  a  s i n g l e  
d i s t r i c t  a s  d i d  S ib ley  and Ocheydan (D . E  . , 1986d) . 
There have been a  v a r i e t y  of agreements between d i s t r i c t s  
which have r e s u l t e d  i n  p a r t i a l  mergers but  which a r e  
no t  considered t r u e  reorgan iza t ion  e f f o r t s .  Such 
mergers include whole grade shar ing of programs and 
j o i n t  use of t e l ecomun ica t ion  systems. Whole grade 
shar ing occurs when two d i s t r i c t s ,  through l o c a l  Boards 
of D i r ec to r s '  a c t i o n s ,  e l e c t  t o  share  e n t i r e  segments 
of s tuden ts  i n  order  t o  enhance educat ional  o p ~ o r t u n i t i e s  
and r ece ive  f i n a n c i a l  incen t ives  from the  s t a t e .  For 
example, school d i s t r i c t  A - and school d i s t r i c t  - B may 
decide t o  whole grade share  grades seven through 
t :~c lve  wi th  grades seven through n ine  he ld  i n  d i s t r i c t  
A and grades t e n  through twelve held i n  d i s t r i c t  B.  
- 
- 
The r e s u l t  of such shar ing i s  t h a t  s tuden ts  from both 
d i s t r i c t s  b e n e f i t ,  t he  d i s t r i c t  becomes more e f f i c i e n t ,  
and a d d i t i o n a l  d o l l a r s  come t o  both d i s t r i c t s  because 
of t h e  shar ing agreement from s t a t e  i ncen t ives .  
Te lecomunica t ion  systems a r e  designed t o  allow 
s tudents  t o  e n r o l l  i n  advanced l e v e l  courses and have 
a teacher  hundreds of miles away. Such programs enable 
c l a s s e s  of two o r  t h r e e  s tuden ts  t o  e x i s t  when it 
would be otherwise nea r ly  impossible due t o  t he  problem 
of being a b l e  t o  a f ford  such low pupi l  teacher  r a t i o s .  
Using t h i s  system enables a  d i s t r i c t  t o  provide such 
programs i n  an economical manner. 
I n  1986 t h e  Iowa General Assembly mandated t h a t  
p lans  f o r  t he  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  of l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t s  
be developed by the  S t a t e  Board and Department of 
Education (Graziano-Davis, 1986). I n  meeting t h a t  
requirement,  t h e  S t a t e  Board of Education appointed a 
panel  of advisors  t o  develop p o t e n t i a l  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  
plans  which could l a t e r  be considered by t h e  Iowa 
General Assembly. That panel completed i t s  work and 
a f i n a l  r e p o r t  was presented t o  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  i n  
~ a n u a ; ~  of 1988. The General Assembly e l e c t e d  t o  
t ake  up the  i s s u e  no e a r l i e r  than January of 1989. 
Statement of the Problem 
Iowa continues to experience difficult economic 
times caused by a national recession, depressed farm 
prices and a steady outmigration of the state's 
population b w a  Economic Forecasting Council ( I . E .  
r- 
F.C.) , 19861 . Iowa's schools are affected by these 
economic difficulties through reductions in state aid 
and financial support in general which has contributed 
to fewer dollars available for educational purposes 
than most other states [~ommittee on Strategies for 
Excellence ( C . S . E . ) ,  19862.  School districts receive 
financial aid based on student enrollment of the district. 
Those school districts gaining enrollment will receive 
more dollars than those districts which are declining 
in enrollment. However, districts are guaranteed 
100 percent of their previous year's financial support 
each year. For example, if the f inancia l  support level 
is $2,500 per pupil and enrollment in district A 
-
increases by 50 students from one year to the next, 
then district A would receive an additional $125,000. 
- 
If district B had the exact same enrollment from year 
- 
one to the next, no increase in dollars would be 
realiqed. If district - C lost 50 students from year 
one to the next, no increase would be realized nor 
would there be a reduction in financial support as 
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there is no penalty for districts which have declining 
enrollment. 
A major problem in Iowa, a state of declining 
population, is how to continue to provide high quality 
education efficiently with declining resources. A 
second part of this problem is to assure that all Iowa 
students be provided equal educational opportunities, 
Iowans seek to provide the best educational opportunities 
possible in the most efficient manner possible. 
The General Assembly of Iowa has determined that 
it has the responsibility to encourage, support, and 
if necessary, even force school districts to operate 
efficiently. It has further determined that the best 
way to improve efficiency of operation is through school 
district reorganization. 
The reorganization for efficiency concept leads 
to a new question. How is reorganization to be 
accomplished? Reorganization needs to be accomplished 
in an acceptable manner; one that will be approved 
by the legislature, be accepted by local public school 
district residents, and provide better educational 
opportunities for 1owa's young people. 
There are currently two methods of reorganization 
(previously described) and five distinctly separate 
plans being proposed for consideration by the legislature, 
First, there is the minimum enrollment system which 
would require each district to have at least 1,000 
students or to reorganize with another district or 
districts until this enrollment minimum is met. 
Secondly, there is the county system wherein there 
would be one public school district in each county 
which would reduce the number of districts in Iowa 
from 436 to 9 9 .  Thirdly, there is the natural progression 
plan which calls for continuance of the present 
reorganization methods and incentives for sharing and 
merging as previously described. Fourthly, there is 
the commission plan which calls for the establishment 
of a special commission to reorganize all public school 
districts in accordance with guidelines set by that 
commission [~owa State Restructuring Panel of Advisors 
(I.S.R.P.A.), 19871 .  Finally, there is the enrollment 
standards plan which would require local districts to 
meet state approved minimum specified standards, both 
physically and f inanciaf ly , within a single district 
or reorganize until that is accomplished (Scott, 1987). 
The question is: Which of these plans or systems best 
meet Iowa's unique geographical financial and governmental 
requirements? In order to answer that question all 
public school board members in the state of Iowa were 
individually surveyed. This survey reflects school 
board rnembers'response~ to the previous question for 
use by other groups including but not limited to the 
state legislators, Iowa Association of School Boards, 
and local education agencies. 
For reorganization to occur, leadership and 
planning must come from individuals elected to serve 
as members of the local school district Board of 
Directors as well as from their appointed superintendents. 
It follows then that the legislators need ta know how 
individual school board members feel the reorganization 
process ought to be done, by what agency, and under 
what circumstances. Sf that information can be 
determined and if there are consistencies in opinions, 
then perhaps the entire process can go more smoothly, 
Prior to this study no attempt to determine board 
members' views concerning school district reorganization 
had been done. However, since those opinions are 
considered important to any school district 
reorganization process, a survey to determine such 
views is appropriate. 
For purposes of this s tudy  the problem involved 
these questions: What do school board members believe 
is the best metbod to accomplish school district 
reorganization, what factors should influence such 
reorganization, and what agency should perform the 
act af reorganization? 
The following topical areas were surveyed to 
determine attitudes toward reorganization, to identify 
factors to consider in reorganizing school districts, 
and to determine preferred reorganization plans. 
1. Given the following alternatives, what are 
those most often given to board members by 
local residents who oppose school district 
reorganization? 
A .  Transportation would be too complicated. 
B, Taxes would increase. 
6. The town would die if the school district 
reorganized. 
D ,  Too many students would go to a single 
district. 
E ,  Children would live too far from their 
attendance centers. 
F ,  There would be more exposure to drugs 
and alcohol. 
G, There would not be enough activities in 
which the students could participate. 
H. Real estate property values would decline. 
I. Existing facilities would be wasted. 
2. Of the following current methods of school 
district reorganization, which is most 
acceptable? 
A. The dissolution method. 
3.  The petition method. 
3 ,  Given the following alternative agencies, 
which one should determine reorganization? 
A. The local district, 
3. The legislature. 
C .  A state appointed commission, 
D. The area education agency. 
4. Of the following factors that would be considered 
in reorganizing school districts which are 
most important? 
A. The number of students in the district. 
B. The square miles in the district. 
The breadth of instructional offerings. 
D .  The cost of education per student. 
The transportation of students in the 
district. 
F. The taxable valuation in the district. 
G .  The accessibility to attendance centers. 
H. The number of professional staff in the 
district. 
I. The ability to meet state minimum standards. 
5. Given the following alternative proposed 
methods of reorganization, which should be 
used to create fewer more efficient school 
districts? 
A. The minimum enrollment plan. 
B. The county-like plan. 
6 .  The natural progression plan. 
D. The restructuring comFssion plan. 
E .  The restructuring standards plan, 
The following hypotheses were tested in this 
study : 
1. Ho: There is no difference among reports to 
board members of reasons expressed by 
patrons as objections to school dFstrict 
reorganization. 
2 .  Ha: There is no difference among board members 
for their preference af the two current 
methods of reorganization allowed by l a w .  
3 .  H o :  There i s  no d i f f e r ence  among board members' 
preferences  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e  agencies t o  
perform reorgan iza t ion  of school d i s t r i c t s .  
4 .  H o :  There i s  no d i f f e r ence  among board members 
i n  preference of f a c t o r s  which should be 
used t o  determine reorgan iza t ion .  
5 .  H o :  There i s  no d i f f e r ence  among board members 
i n  preference f o r  s p e c i f i c  reorganizat ion 
plans  which w i l l  be considered by t h e  1989 
Iowa General Assembly. 
6 .  H o :  Board members' a t t i t u d e s  toward 
reorgan iza t ion  concepts a r e  no t  r e l a t e d  
t o  enrollment s i z e s  of t h e i r  r e spec t ive  
school d i s t r i c t s .  
7 .  Ho:  Board members' a t t i t u d e s  toward school 
d i s t r i c t  reorgan iza t ion  concepts a r e  
no t  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  years  of experience 
as  board members. 
8. H o :  Board membersr a t t i t u d e s  toward d i s t r i c t  
reorgankzation concepts a r e  not  r e l a t e d  t o  
t h e i r  geographic l oca t ion  i f  defined a s  
t he  l o c a l  a r ea  education agency 
Signif icance of t h e  Study 
Since the  t u r n  of t h i s  century Iowa's publ ic  school 
districts have been continuously reorganiz ing.  A s  t h e  
s t a t e ' s  populat ion grew, school d i s t r i c t s  became l a r g e r  
geographical ly  and i n  popula t ion.  This was caused by 
a general  s ta tewide populat ion growth and by mergers 
wi th  contiguous school d i s t r i c t s .  However, a f t e r  1969 
Iowa" school d i s t r i c t  enrollments began t o  dec l ine ,  
a phenomenon t h a t  was minimal i n  some d i s t r i c t s  bu t  
dramatic i n  o the r s .  Over t he  l a s t  twenty years  s tuden t  
enrollment has decl ined by more than 30 pe rcen t ,  bu t  
t h e r e  has been l i t t l e  d i s t r i c t  reorgan iza t ion .  This 
has c rea ted  school bui ld ings  which house r e l a t i v e l y  
few s tudents  as  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  c a p a c i t i e s .  To ta l  
c o s t s  of opera t ing each d i s t r i c t  do n o t  dec l ine  and 
per  pup i l  cos t  i nc reases .  
This s tudy attempted t o  i d e n t i f y  p o t e n t i a l  
reorgan iza t ion  methods which would be most acceptable  
t o  Iowa's school board members. Any c l e a r  preferences  
emerging from t h i s  s tudy should prove use fu l  t o  
l e g i s l a t o r s  i n  Iowa and serve  a s  a  pos s ib l e  s t a r t i n g  
po in t  f o r  o the r  s t a t e s  faced with p o t e n t i a l  school 
d i s t r i c t  reorgan iza t ion .  
Def in i t ion  of Terms 
AEA -- Area Education Agency; t he  educat ional  
s e r v i c e s  u n i t  t h a t  provides supplemental s e rv i ce s  
t o  a  geographic region of t he  s t a t e ' s  l o c a l  school 
d i s t r i c t s  i n  the  a reas  of s p e c i a l  educat ion,  
educat ional  s e r v i c e s ,  and media s e r v i c e s ,  
D . E .  - Department of Education; t h e  mare recen t  
term f o r  t h e  s t a t e  r egu la t i ng  agency which governs 
Iowa's l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t s .  The term i s  used 
interchangeably w i t h  Department of Publ ic  I n s t r u c t i o n .  
Reorganization - The a c t  of &ea t ing  a s i n g l e  
school  d i s t r i c t  by combining contiguous d i s t r i c t s .  
School D i s t r i c t  - A publ ic  l o c a l  education agency 
which e x i s t s  f o r  t he  purpose of providing a f r e e  
education to children between the ages of five and 
rwenty who live within designated boundaries. 
Limitations of the Study 
This descriptive study will not provide a 
definitive answer to the problem of Iowa school 
district reorganization, but it will provide information 
from which better solutions may be formulated. 
Summary 
In this chapter, the purpose of the study was 
described, sub-problems and definitions were stated, 
hypotheses were determined, and the significance and 
limitations of the study were given. 
Chapter Two is a review of related literature. 
The remaining chapters contain infamation relative 
to the methodology and presentation of data. The 
final chapter summarizes the findings, conclusions, 
discussion, and recommendations as a result of this 
research. 
CHAPTER 2 
Review of Related Literature 
Introduction 
This literature review is presented in four categories: 
national perspectives, Iowa legislative review, Iowa 
perspectives, and current state directives. 
National Perspectives 
In 1948, the National Comission on School District 
Reorganization concluded that a satisfactory district 
should have no fewer than 1,200 pupils and as many as 
10,000 between the ages of six and eFghteen fNationa1 
Education Association (N . E , A . )  , 194a . This commission 
recognized the impracticability of such a goal when 
applied to sparsely populated areas. However, the same 
commission concluded that each elementary school should 
have enough pupils so that there could be one grade 
for each teacher and recommended 300 students as a 
minimum for each elementary school ( N . E . A . ,  1948). 
It further recommended a minimum enrollment far each 
high school of 300 pupils (N.E.A. , 1948). 
A report of the American Association of School 
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Administrators Commission on School District Reorganization 
concluded that the method of distributing state funds 
should not encourage the retention of unnecessarily 
small school districts [American Association of School 
Administrators (A.A,S .A,) , 19583 . The report did not 
generate specific enrollment figures to define the term 
"unnecessarily small school districts1'. 
The number of school districts in the United States 
was reduced from 110,270 in 1944 to 62,969 by 1954. This 
number was further reduced to 51,941 only two years later 
( O f f  ice of Education, 1956). 
Reorganization of school districts between 1944 
and 1956 was designed to accomplish the following 
objectives : 
I. Strengthen and preserve local control over 
education by developing school districts 
throughout the state that will be effective 
under existing conditions. 
2 .  Make possible an efficient expenditure of 
the taxpayers ' money. 
3. Provide better educational opportunities 
for thousands of children. 
4. Help enrich community life (Chisolm, 1958). 
The study identified above further identified 
gains made by the reorganized districts in specific 
areas, 
1. Schools in reorganized districts were clearly 
superior in the number of new class and extra 
course additions to the curriculum and in the 
number of renovations and buildings added to 
the physical plant. 
2. In reorganized districts, teachers were better 
prepared academically and received higher average 
salaries than those in non-reorganized districts. 
3 .  After reorganization, the operating tax levy 
was reduced in Nebraska, but it remained 
reasonably constant in Illinois and Missouri. 
4 .  Reorganized districts reported saving up to 
17 percent in pupil transportation costs 
(Chisolm, 1958). 
Some studies have determined that school districts 
can be too large when considering academic achievement 
and graduation rates. In a 1986 study, Sher found that 
states with the best records on the American College Test 
of collegiate aptitude were in school districts normally 
organized on a sub-county or community basis. None had 
an average school district size above 3,000, and four  of 
the top five districts averaged less than 2,000 student 
enrollment. These same top five states ranked from 
fourteenth to thirtieth nationally in terms of average 
per pupil expenditures. Sher also found that the bottom 
ranked states, with one exception, were organized on a 
county wide basis and their average district size was 
two to five times greater than that of their top ranked 
counter parts (Sher, 1986). Table 2 shows that Iowa 
ranked first in American College Test scores in the 
school year 1983-84 [National Education Association 
Ranking of the States (N.E.A.R.S.), 19861. 
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In research conducted in 1986 Sher and Schaller 
found that schools with the highest graduation rates had 
an average school size of 979 students while those 
schools with the poorest graduation rate had an average 
size of 8,706 students [Sher, 1986) .  Table 4 shows that 
Iowa ranked fourth in graduation rate in the school 
year 1983-84  (N.E.A.R.S., 1986) .  
Sher in a study directed by the North Carolina 
School Board Association in 1986 concluded that there was 
no reason to believe that the elimination of all small 
and special chartered districts would save the state 
significant amounts of money, result in greater cost 
effectiveness, produce a higher quality of education 
or promote genuine fiscal or recial equity. He further 
concluded that under normal conditions the impetus for 
reorganization ought to be a local one and the ultimate 
decision should remain firmly in the hands of the local 
voters. He added that the state should discontinue 
a11 baclcdoor approaches to reorganization and that 
organizational issues such as merger are very rarely 
the key to enhancing the quality and efficiency of 
public education, He concluded further that making school 
districts bigger is merely a diversion from the greatest 
task ~f finding new ways to positively influence the 
lives of children and to increase the effectiveness 
of those who work in their service (Sher, 1986). 
Table 3 
Comparison of Top-Ranked and Bottom-Ranked States in Terms 
of High School Graduation Rate 
High School Dorninan t Type 
Graduation Rates of School District 
(1984) Organization 
Number of Average 
Operating School 
School Districts District Size 
BEST 
ITXiiesota Comuni ty 435 
Nebraska 
1 , 6 2 1  
Comuni ty 968 276 
North Dakota Comuni ty 292 401 
Iowa Community 441 1 , 1 2 7  
South Dakota Community 187 
W f  sconsin Comuni ty 433 658 1 , 7 9 0  
WORST 
Louisiana County 66 11 ,848  
Alabama County 128 5 ,641  
Florida County 67 22,328 
New York Community 715 3 , 7 4 1  
Mississippi County 153 3 ,059  
Georgia County 187 5 ,629  
Note: "Community" refers to school districts organized at a sub-county l e v e l .  
Iowa Legislative Review 
Through the years the Iowa legislature has provided 
for the following types of school district structure in 
the state: 
Township School Districts: These districts 
were the initial t o m  oi school organization 
provided for in the Iowa Constitution. Legis- 
lation enacted after the ratification sf the 
Iowa Constitution permitted the subdivision af 
township districts into subdistricts, which 
occurred in most instances. Later legislation 
permitted the merging of subdistricts into 
total township organizations or partial township 
organizations. one-room schools proliferated 
under this structure. 
Rural Independent School Districts: These 
districts were iormed when the majority of 
voters in township subdistricts favored inde- 
pendent types of organization. This form of 
school organization permitted the election of 
a board of directors of three area residents 
and resulted in the conduct of the numerous 
rural one-room schools in Iowa. In 1929, 
there were 9,302 such districts in operation. 
Independent School Districts: These districts 
were korrned in cities, towns, or villages with 
over 100 residents. The districts could legally 
include the city, town, or village and such 
contiguous territory as was authorized by the 
majority of voters in that territory. Sub- 
districts containing a village with 75 or more 
residents were also permitted to organize 
independent school districts. 
Consolidated School Districts: This type of 
district was created in any area with not less 
than 16 government sections of contiguous 
territory in one or more counties. The purpose 
of such organizations was for the conduct of an 
approved common school rather than numerous 
one-room rural schools. 
Community School Districts: All districts 
created or enlar~ed aiter May 2, 1957, under 
the provisions of 275.27, ~ o h e  of ~ o w i ,  have 
been designated community school d i s t r i c t s .  
A l l  such d i s t r i c t s  maintain high schools .  
Recent l e g i s l a t i o n ,  however, has allowed a 
d i s t r i c t  t o  d iscont inue any o r  a l l  grades 
seven through twelve and nego t i a t e  agreements 
f o r  those s tuden ts  t o  a t t end  contiguous 
acc red i t i ed  school d i s t r i c t s .  This ac t ion  
now meets t he  requirements of Iowa Code sec t ion  
275.1 r e l a t i n g  t o  a d i s t r i c t  maintaining a 
k indergar ten  and twelve grade system, 
( I .S .R .P .A. ,  1987). 
The f i r s t  recorded ins tance  of ob jec t ives  o r  goals  
s p e l l e d  ou t  l e g i s l a t i v e l y  occurred i n  1945 wi th  the  
s t a t u t o r y  pronouncement: "It i s  hereby declared t o  be 
t h e  po l i cy  of t he  S t a t e  t o  encourage . . .  t he  reorganizat ion 
of school  d i s t r i c t s  i n t o  such u n i t s  as  a r e  necessary ,  
economical and e f f i c i e n t  . . .  and which w i l l  i n su re  equal 
oppor tuni ty  f o r  a l l  ch i ld ren  of t h e  s t a t e "  'code o f  Iowa 
and Acts of t h e  General Assembly ( C .  L .A .G . A , ) ,  1945, p .  2753 , 
The only l e g a l  minimum standard t o  be met i n  forming 
a new d i s t r i c t  i n  Iowa today i s  t h e  requirement t h a t  
a t  l e a s t  300 p u p i l s ,  k indergar ten  through grade twelve, 
must have been enro l led  i n  publ ic  schools i n  t he  proposed 
a r e a  t h e  preceding year  ( I .S .R .P .A. ,  1987). 
Iowa Perspect ives  
When Iowa became a s t a t e  i n  1846, t h e r e  were 416 
d i s t r i c t s  i n  opera t ion .  P r i o r  t o  s ta tehood,  laws were 
by t he  t e r r i t o r i a l  government i n  1839 and 1840 
which a ided i n  organizing and f inancing f r e e  pub l i c  
educat ion.  Because Iowa w a s  p a r t  of t he  Michigan t e r r i t o r y ,  
laws pertaining to public education were structured 
after the Michigan school law. The first school to 
operate in Iowa was located in Lee county in 1830. 
At the time Iowa became a territory in 1838, 40 schools 
were in operation (Gilliland, 1971), 
lowa historians classified the school organizational 
patterns into six categories including: 
1. The Unorganized Period. 
2. The Township Period, 
3 .  The Subdistricting Period. 
4. The Consolidated School Movement Period. 
5 .  The Organizational Stability Period. 
6 .  The Community School Movement Period (Gilliland, 1971). 
The Unorganized Period lasted from 1830 until 
1858. During this period schools were created as a 
result of individual community initiative and desire, 
but within no general legal framework (Gilliland, 1971). 
Legislation of the territorial government, as well as 
the state legislature after 1846, permitted various 
approaches to financing and organizing. lowa legislators 
made use of three types of legislation: permissive, 
mandated, and incentive, This legislation was designed 
to encourage change in school structure. The first 
legislative authority to provide instruction above the 
elementary level was granted in 1849. Blooming township 
of Muscatine county establrshed the first such school 
in 1851 and Dubuque established a central school in 
1856. 
The Township Period took place between 1858 and 
1872. With the passage of the Township Law of 1858, 
the township was established as the legal entity for 
organizing school districts (Gilliland, 1972). The 
laws of this period permitted the creation of an unlimited 
number of schools within an area, but specified the 
tomship as the legal area for taxing and organizing 
public education. In 1858, legislative permission was 
granted to establish county high schools (Gilliland, 
1971). 
The Sub-districting Period lasted from 1872 until 
1900. Legislation in 1872 permitted the sub-division of 
townships into several school districts. This Lesislation 
resulted in immediate and chaotic fragmentation of the 
township school system. At the turn of the century, 
There were 4,873 local districts. Of these, 4,241 
operating districts directed 12,623 ungraded schools 
and 632 districts operated 5,875 graded rooms. One- 
half of the independent and three-fourths of the township 
schools had an enrollment of fewer than ten pupils 
(Gilliland, 1971). 
The years from 1900 until 1922 included the Can- 
solidated School Movement Period. The first transporta- 
tion laws, enacted in 1897, permitted transportation 
Payments from school contingency funds when a savings 
in total expenditures would result. The first consolidated 
district was founded in 1897 in Buffalo Township, Buffalo 
Center. During the next fourteen years, school districts 
which had been created on a township basis, those districts 
which were located only in the rural portion of each 
county, and in subdivided townships. Those rural 
districts then merged with towns to form larger more 
centralized school districts. The creation of this 
type and size district was consistent with the modes 
of transportation and comunication of the period. 
By 1910, four years after the Consolidated School Law 
had been passed, only ten such districts had been 
created, The real impetus came as a result of 
legislation in 1911 which provided a $500 incentive 
for normal training courses. This legislation was the 
first type of incentive passed which encouraged school 
districts to expand the curriculum to meet the growing 
needs of the students. People in those districts which 
were considering mergers and which couldn't afford to 
expand the curriculum became more open to reorganization 
because of the new financial incentives and the opportunity 
for the children to have improved educational experiences. 
In 1913, incentive legislation was passed that provided 
payments of $250 to $500 to districts with adequate 
facilities and equipment as well as certified teachers 
in the area of home economics, agriculture, and other 
industrial and vocational subjects (Gilliland, 1971)  . 
The Organizational Stability Period lasted from 
1922 until 1953. During this period the pattern of 
school organization remained almost constant. In 1922, 
there were 4,839 legally organized school districts; 
by 1953, there were still 4,558. As consolidated schools 
began to operate and expand their curricular programs, 
their costs of operation increased. During this period 
taxation rates were lowest in rural independent districts. 
As rural areas organized with towns, costs increased, 
and high tax rates for schools were levied predominantly 
in the larger city districts. A 1945 legislative 
enactment permitted rural school districts, those not 
part of any incorporated town, to be closed if tuition 
costs at another school did not exceed the per 
operating costs of the rural school (Gilliland, 1971). 
The years from 1953 until 1965 constituted the 
Community School Movement Period. This comprehensive 
statewide reorganization movement resulted from 
legislation passed in 1953, This legislation was 
designed to accomplish two objectives. The first 
objective to create districts consistent with 
legislative desires for equal educational opportunities 
in efficient and economical districts. The second 
objective was to eliminate non-high school districts, 
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those which provided education only through the eighth 
grade. The final phase of the Community School Movement 
Period was initiated by the Iowa General Assembly in 
1965. The 61st General Assembly passed legislation 
requiring all areas of the state to become part of a 
legally constituted school district maintaining a 
high school by July 1, 1966 (Gilliland, 1971). 
Iowa's state superintendents actively promoted 
school district reorganization during the latter part 
of the nineteenth century and during the first two 
decades of the 1900%. Results were limited until 3913. 
People are slow to change schools without some 
type of force to cause the change. In the consolidation 
movement the force was money, In the reorganization 
which took place forty years later, around 1953, the 
force was the enactment of new laws and the leadership 
of the State Board of Public Instruction and the state 
superintendents and their staffs (Smith, 1969). 
Arguments against reorganizing one-room rural 
schools in the early 1900's were much like those given 
some fifty years later in Iowa. The biennial report of 
the state superintendent in 1901 listing the common 
arguments against consolidation indicated the following: 
'1, First, and in almose every instance, bad roads. 
2. Fear that the expense will be greater than 
under the present system. 
Feelings t h a t  t he  ch i ld ren  a r e  kept  too long 
on the  road and too long from home. It i s  s a i d  
t h a t  ch i ld ren  who l i v e  f a r t h e s t  from the  c e n t r a l  
school would have t o  leave home before  day l igh t  
and would no t  r e tu rn  u n t i l  a f t e r  dark i n  the  
winter  time. Mothers feared t h a t  ch i ld ren  
would s u f f e r  from these  long r i d e s .  
Fear t h a t  ca re l e s s  d r i v e r s  might be employed 
who would not  a t t end  t o  the  comfort of t h e  
ch i ld ren ,  and whose inf luence upon t h e  ch i ld ren  
would not  be good, 
The people ob jec t  t o  t he  removal of t he  l i t t l e  
schoolhouse from t h e  neighborhood s ince  i t  
furnishes  i n  many p l aces ,  the  only publ ic  
meeting house. They say it w i l l  break up the  
Sunday school ,  t he  l i t e r a r y  soc i e ty  and o the r  
neighborhood ga ther ings .  There i s  a sentiment 
concerning the  l i t t l e  schoolhouse t h a t  ob j ec t s  
t o  i t s  o b l i t e r a t i o n  from r u r a l  l i f e .  
Many farmers th ink t h a t  the  c los ing  of the  
school near  t h e i r  farm and the  l oca t ion  of a  
c e n t r a l  school severa l  miles away would 
g r e a t l y  increase  t he  value of r e a l  e s t a t e  near  
the  c e n t r a l  school and reduce t h e  value  of t he  
farms f a r t h e s t  removed from i t .  
I n  some places  i t  i s  claimed it w i l l  t ake  the  
o lder  boys out  of school e a r l i e r  than i f  they 
could a t t end  nearer  home where they would have 
more time n igh t s  and mornings t o  help  about 
t he  farm. 
The object ion i s  o f t en  made t h a t  t he  ch i ld ren  
a r e  wanted a t  home before  and a f t e r  school t o  
help do chores,  and t h a t  i f  they must s t a r t  
e a r l y  f o r  a  d i s t a n t  school and r e t u r n  l a t e  they 
w i l l  no t  be ab le  t o  render t h i s  a s s i s t a n c e ,  and 
w i l l  m i s s  l ea rn ing  much of t he  p r a c t i c a l  work of 
the  farm which they should acquire  when young. 
That the  e v i l  inf luences  w i l l  be much g r e a t e r  i n  
t he  c e n t r a l  school with i t s  l a r g e  number of 
pupi l s  of a l l  ages and condi t ions ,  because 
they w i l l  no t  have the  c lo se  supervis ion of 
the  teacher which they received i n  t h e  l i t t l e  
d i s t r i c t  school ,  
10.  That t h i s  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  of schools  w i l l  remove 
the  school  from the  people and w i l l  be a s t e p  
away from democracy toward paternal ism.  
11. That many teachers  w i l l  be thrown o u t  of employ- 
ment. I t  i s  even suggested by some of the 
super intendents  t h a t  some of t he  l i t t l e  d i s t r i c t  
schools  a r e  kept  i n  opera t ion t o  f u r n i s h  jobs 
f o r  r e l a t i v e s  and f r i ends  of t h e  d i r e c t o r s .  
12. That the  ch i ld ren  rece ive  l e s s  i nd iv idua l  
a t t e n t i o n  i n  the  l a rge  school than they r ece ive  
i n  t h e  small  d i s t r i c t  school ,  where t h e  teacher  
has t i m e  t o  g ive  p r i v a t e  i n s t r u c t i o n  t o  nea r ly  
every p u p i l .  
13. That i t  i s  doubtful  i f  t he  graded school  i s  
b e t t e r  than the  ungraded school .  
14.  That t he  ch i ld ren  must wear b e t t e r  c lo thes  
when they a t t e n d  the  l a rge  c e n t r a l  school  than 
they would have t o  wear i n  the  l i t t l e  d i s t r i c t ,  
thus adding t o  the  burdens of pa ren t s .  
15. That t h e r e  w i l l  be g rea t e r  danger of spreading 
contagious diseases  where a l l  t h e  ch i ld ren  i n  
a township a r e  brought toge ther .  
16. That ch i ld ren  w i l l  s u f f e r  from having t o  ca r ry  
cold lunches t o  the  c e n t r a l  school  ( S ~ i t h ,  1969) . 
A tremendous increase  of i n t e r e s t  i n  school d i s t r i c t  
reorgan iza t ion  was expressed i n  the  l a t t e r  p a r t  of 1953.  
The reorgan jza t ion  law was again considerably strengthened 
i n  t h a t  yea r .  Smith, i n  an h i s t o r i c a l  s tudy,  found t h e  
fol lowing reasons f o r  increased i n t e r e s t  i n  school 
d i s t r i c t  reorganizat ion:  
1, The educational  program discuss ion c a r r i e d  on 
f o r  a  number of years  was reaching an a t t e n t i v e  
e a r .  
2 , '  Parents  were demanding a  b e t t e r  educat ional  
program f o r  t h e i r  ch i ld ren .  
3 .  World War I1 r e s u l t e d  i n  men going i n t o  every 
p a r t  of t h e  world. These f a t h e r s  wanted t h e i r  
ch i ld ren  t a  have advantages equal t o  o r  b e t t e r  
than those of children they observed during 
the war. 
4 .  People feared that if they waited too long, 
territory next to their district would be 
lost to some other district. 
5.  School costs were going up;and taxpayers 
wanted to get the most they could for their 
educational dollar (Smith, 1969) . 
Ahrenkoltz, in 1949, fomd that there was no 
expressed opposition to reorganization in Iowa from 
the Farm Bureau, Chamber of Commerce, women's clubs, 
service clubs, or teachers8 organizations. He also 
found that 45 percent of the county superintendents 
believed their counties were not prepared for 
reorganization while 7.5 percent 
counties were ready. Ahrenholtz 
indicated their 
further determined 
that : 
1. Some county superintendents do not understand 
the term reorganization. They think of reor- 
ganization as being the same as consolidation. 
2. Some county superintendents know little about 
the problems of school district reorganization 
in their counties. 
3 .  The general public is very poorly informed 
about reorganization. 
4. Business interests are strongly opposed to 
moving small high schools from their communities 
5. The difference in tax levies in different 
school districts, especially between town 
and rural, is a big hurdle to overcome in 
any reorganization program. 
6. Churches which maintain their own schools will 
oppose school district reorganization because 
of the possible increase in their taxes. 
7 .  The lack of surfaced roads i n  southern Iowa w i l l  
b e  a  problem f o r  school  d i s t r i c t  reorgan iza t ion .  
8 .  D i s t r i c t  l o y a l t y  and p r i d e ,  f o s t e r e d  by competi t ive 
a t h l e t i c s  and o the r  competition between schools ,  
i s  an important problem t o  d i s t r i c t  r eo rgan iza t ion .  
9 .  People f e e l  t h a t  school d i s t r i c t  r eo rgan iza t ion  
w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  t he  l o s s  of much l o c a l  c o n t r o l  
of t h e i r  schools .  
10 .  The lack of adequate housing i s  a problem t o  
reorgan iza t ion  but  no t  as  d i f f i c u l t  t o  overcome 
a s  some of t h e  o the r s .  
11. Most town school  super in tendents  and teachers  a r e  
poorly informed an school d i s t r i c t  reorgan iza t ion .  
Some oppose reorgan iza t ion  bu t  most of them j u s t  
f a i l  t o  g ive  adequate l eadersh ip  and i n t e r e s t  t o  
the  p r o j e c t .  
12 .  The s t a t e  i s  g iving adequate l eade r sh ip  on t h e  
surveys,  bu t  some county super intendents  f e e l  i t  
i s  no t  g iving adequate l eadersh ip  on the  e n t i r e  
p ro j ec t  of reorgan iza t ion .  
13.  The Farm Bureau i n  almost a l l  p a r t s  o f  Iowa a c t i v e l y  
favors school  d i s t r i c t  reorgan iza t ion .  
14. Organizations o t h e r  than the  Fann Bureau, have 
n o t  given reorganizat ion of school  d i s t r i c t s  
enough thought t o  have fonnulated an opinion,  
o r  a r e  h e s i t a n t  t o  express themselves, o r  are 
n o t  ye t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  aroused about reorgan iza t ion .  
15. Teacher o rgan iza t ions ,  from which a c t i v e  l eadersh ip  
i s  needed, have taken no d e f i n i t e  s t and  on 
reorganizat ion.  
1 6 .  Almost a l l  t he  county super intendents  a r e  of  t he  
opinion t h a t  t h e i r  counties  a r e  n o t  ready f o r  any 
general  p lan  of school d i s t r i c t  r eo rgan iza t ion .  
17 .  Some of the county superintendents  th ink  the  one 
o r  more room r u r a l  elementary schools  can be 
reorganized into l a r g e r  u n i t s .  
18, Some of the  county superintendents  th ink  i t  w i l l  
be very d i f f i c u l t  t o  reorganize any l a r g e  number 
of small high schools  i n t o  l a r g e r  u n i t s .  
1 9 .  I n  almost a l l  count ies ,  where school  d i s t r i c t  
reorgan iza t ion  appears t o  have a chance t o  succeed,  
t h e r e  a r e  good roads ,  This s tudy d i d  n o t  r e v e a l  
anything e l s e  which has brought r eo rgan iza t ion  
nea re r  i n  some count ies  than o t h e r s .  
20. Prospects  f o r  reorgan iza t ion  are n o t  as good 
i n  southern Iowa a s  they a r e  i n  nor thern  Iowa. 
2 1. County super intendents  as a whole see g r e a t  
obs t a c l e s  t o  reorgan iza t ion .  
2 2 .  Some county super intendents  th ink  t h e  plan of 
reorgan iza t ion  being promoted by the  state 
department i s  n o t  adapted t o  r u r a l  Iowa. 
2 3. Some county super intendents  a r e  not convinced 
t h a t  l a r g e r  mits a r e  doing b e t t e r  jobs than 
smal ler  units (Ahrenholtz, 1949). 
In a 1964 study, K m e y e r  found no support for the 
notion that the distance children must travel to get to 
the new school influences the opposition to reorpanization. 
His findings supported the conclusion that people onposed 
reorganization because they did not desire to send their 
children to a high school where it would be more difficult 
for the student to win scholastic and athletic honors. 
Opposition also appeared to increase when the proposed 
reorganization was with a district with less 
taxable property and if there was likelihood that taxes 
would be increased if the merger took place. He further 
found that opposition increased as the population center 
of the losing comunity got smaller this allowed several 
possible interpretations. Perhaps the most reasonable 
was that for the very small village or hamlet the high 
school was the dominant institution in the community. 
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The high school may have been the only remaining local 
public service provided in the community, Thus, the lass 
of the school either symbolized, or actually was, the 
end of the community. If this was the case, then it 
was not surprising that local voters would cling to the 
sole vemaining function of the community (Kameyer, 1964). 
Wright identified three major reasons for reor- 
ganizing school districts. 
1, The first reason is to provide the best possible 
education for all of the children in all of the 
schools in the state. 
2. The second reason is to provide quality educa- 
tional programs at the least possible cost. 
3. The third reason is to devise a fair and 
equitable distribution of these costs among 
all segments of our society (Wright, 1 9 6 0 ) .  
School district organization as was emphasized in 
Hansenk study is not an end in itself. Organization, 
he found, only permitted or inhibited the development 
and implementation of educational opportunities. In 
his conclusions, Bansen attempted to summarize the 
degree to which Iowa's present school district structure 
in 1968 enhanced meeting educational needs at levels of 
quality, comprehensiveness, efficiency and economy 
identified as desirable (Hansen, 1968). Hansen concluded 
that the present organization in Iowa: 
1. Fails to provide equitable educational opportunity 
to all youth and adults. 
2 .  Inhibits the development of comprehensive sequential 
educational programs and provision for services 
to meet the needs, interests and abilities of 
all youth and adults. 
3.  Encourages citizens to accept lower levels of 
quality than are deemed necessary and desirable. 
4. Prevents realizing the maximum return from the 
tax dollars invested in education. 
5 ,  Does not encourage or permit the ready implemen- 
tation Q £  educational innovations in organization, 
curriculum, or technology. 
6 Is not flexible enough to permit adaptation to 
changing social, cultural and economic conditions 
emerging within the state. 
7, Lacks formalized coordination between various 
segments of the state system of education 
(Hansen, 1968) . 
Hansen also submitted a list of recommendations to the 
State Board of Public Instruction for their serious 
consideration. These included the following: 
I. Criteria and guidelines for school district 
organization be adopted by the State Board of 
Public Instruction and serve as the guide far 
future adjustments in the structure of education 
within the state. 
2. Local administrative school districts in Iowa be 
organized on the basis of not fewer than 3,500 
students. 
3 .  The concept of administrative districts with 
multiple attendance centers should be implemented 
more extensively in Iowa. 
4 .  Where time/distance factors permit, local adminis- 
trative districts should be organized around city 
centers with corporate populations of 2500-5000. 
5 .  The State Board of Public Instruction should 
request legislation to create a School District 
Reorganization Commission. 
6 .  Legislation should be requested which would 
impose a moritorium on reorganization of all 
twelve graded school districts pending the 
recommendations of the Reorganization Commission 
and action of the 64th General Assembly in 1971. 
7. Limitations on school construction should be 
implemented during the period the moritorium 
on reorganization of local districts is in effect. 
8. A statewide network of area education service 
agencies should be created to supplement and 
complement the efforts of local school districts. 
9. Increased attention must be devoted to vocational 
education at the high school level. 
10. The desirability of merging all area education 
programs and services into one administrative 
organization should be assessed and appropriate 
action be taken within the next ten years. 
11. Education at all levels within the state system 
of education must become more relevant to the 
needs, interests and capacities of individual 
students . 
12, Increasing concern and leadership needs to be 
directed to urban education by all branches and 
divisions within the Department of Public Instruction . 
13. The roles and responsibilities of personnel 
within the Department af Public Instruction 
should be realigned consistent with changing 
local districts and intermediate units. 
1 4 .  The metro approach to planning and/or organization 
should be initiated in and around the largest 
city centers in Iawa. 
15. Planning Programing Budgeting Systems (PPBS) 
approaches to allocating educational resources 
and evaluation of their outcomes-should be 
initiated more extensively (Hansen, 1968)  . 
Hansen implied that as a state undertakes the rigorous 
t o  meet the  demands of i t s  people i n  contemporary soc ie ty ,  
c l e a r  objec t ives  must underl ie such a program. Fa i lu re  
t o  develop and s t a t e  these,  and f a i l u r e  to  communicate 
such objec t ives  t o  those a f fec ted ,  would be grievous 
omissions i n  such an important undertaking. The following 
a r e  Hansen's object ives  of s t a t e  programs $or school 
d i s t r i c t  reorganization:  
I .  Each student should have the opportunity t o  
pa r t f c ipa te  i n  an educational program which w i l l  
f u l l y  meet h i s  individual  needs. 
2 .  The educational s t ruc tu re  of the s t a t e  s h a l l  be 
organized t o  provide an equal izat ion of the  cos t s  
of education throughout the s t a t e .  
3. The educational s t ruc tu re  of the s t a t e  s h a l l  
be so  organized t o  provide students with well  
t ra ined  classroom teachers.  
4 .  The educational s t ruc tu re  of the s t a t e  s h a l l  be 
organized to  e f f i c i e n t l y  u t i l i z e  the spec ia l i zed  
and technical  school personnel i n  the s t a t e .  
5. The educational s t ruc ture  of the s t a t e  s h a l l  be  
organized i n  such a way t h a t  b e s t  use of .  monies 
expended f o r  education may be r ea l i zed  (Ransen, 1968) . 
Hansen found t h a t  la rger  schools,  with g r e a t e r  pupi l  
numbers can and do o f f e r  grea ter  program breadth than 
t h e i r  smal ler  counterparts .  The l a rge r  the  s i z e  of high 
school ,  t h e  grea ter  number of c red i t s  offered i n  each 
c u r r i c u l a r  a rea .  I t  would seem t h a t  l a rge r  school s ize  
i s  a proper and important object ive in .ordes  t o  provide 
a g r e a t e r  var ie ty  and depth of course of fer ings  and t o  
make ava i lab le  spec ia l  se rv ices  such as  groupings, 
acce le ra t ion  and guidance (Hansen, 1968) . 
Hansen concluded tha t  it i s  especial ly  important 
t h a t  the  f i s c a l  resources of a s t a t e  become available 
t o  more students i n  order to  reduce the  inequi t ies  i n  
educational  programs which r e s u l t  from the fiscal 
i n e q u i t i e s .  He added tha t  i t  i s  v i r t u a l l y  impossible 
t o  s t a t e  prec ise ly  how large a school d i s t r i c t  should 
be i n  order t o  have a so l id  f inancial  base. Revenue 
sources simply a re  not located where an equal d is t r ibu-  
t i o n  can be made throughout the s t a t e  under ex js t ing  
t ax  s t ruc tu res  i n  many s t a t e s .  Hansen also concluded 
t h a t  a school d i s t r i c t  should be la rge  enough t o  have 
a t ax  base capable of supporting an educational program 
which meets the  needs of youth res iding i n  the d i s t r i c t  
(Hansen, 1968). 
Hansen found support for  the generalization tha t  
l a r g e r  schools and school d i s t r i c t s  generally have s t a f f  
members with higher leve ls  of professional  preparation 
than do smaller schools and school d i s t r i c t s .  Size 
alone i s  not  the  so le  determinant i n  la rger  schools 
and school d i s t r i c t s  having more highly t ra ined personnel. 
Factors such as broader programs, grea ter  loca l  wealth, 
and school system personnel pol ic ies  which a t t r a c t  
b e t t e r  t ra ined  teachers a re  other reasons which contr ibute  
t o  t h i s  d i f f e r e n t i a l  (Hansa ,  1968) 
Hansen found t h a t  spec ia l iza t ion  t r a in ing  of teachers 
is often wasted, or poorly used, i n  small school d i s t r i c t s .  
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H i s  s tudy determined tha t  t h i s  aspect of teacher u t i l i -  
za t ion  pointed t o  excessively low pupil teacher r a t i o s  
i n  small schools and d i s t r i c t s .  Only as high schools 
reached the  500-999 s i z e  category did pupil  teacher 
r a t i o s  r i s e  t o  a 25-1 r a t i o ,  The most e f f i c i e n t  pupil  
teacher  r a t i o  was found i n  systems which enrolled 2,000 
o r  more pupi ls  i n  grades one through twelve. Another 
aspect  of u t i l i z a t i o n  i s  assignment of teachers to  
courses i n  t h e i r  major f i e l d s  of preparation.  The 
percentage of pupils taught by non-cer t i f icated teachers 
decreased as schools became la rger .  The la rges t  percentage 
of pupi l s  taught by those teaching out of c e r t i f i c a t e d  
f i e l d s  was found i n  small high schools. Teachers working 
i n  areas  of t h e i r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n s  i n  all f i e l d s  increased 
as t h e  s i z e  of the high school increased (Hansen, 1 9 6 8 ) .  
Hansen's review of the l i t e r a t u r e  revealed tha t  
small school d i s t r i c t s  and small schools were, when 
compared t o  t h e i r  counterparts ,  more cost ly  to  operate 
when using cos ts  per pupil  as a c r i t e r i o n .  This suggested 
t h a t  monies spent fo r  education i n  a s t a t e  may not be 
spent i n  a manner i n  which the grea tes t  educational 
r e t u r n  may be received. An inverse r a t i o  was often 
indica ted  i n  t h i s  area;  as s i z e  went u p ,  the cost  
per pup i l  went down (Hansen, 1968) . 
Suggestions concerning s i z e  a re  re la ted  to  object ives .  
Unless c e r t a i n  s i zes  can be reached, program objectives 
may n o t  be met. The importance of the  s i z e  f a c t o r  i s  
n o t  i n  t h e  numbers themselves, but  what t he  g rea t e r  
numbers can produce (Hansen, 1968). 
I n  1978, an Iowa Department of Public  In s t ruc t ion  
t a s k  f o r c e  s tud ied  the  equa l i t y  of educational  oppor tun i t i es  
ac ross  the  s t a t e  and made the  following recommendations : 
It i s  recommended t h a t  t h e  concept of comprehensive 
high school programs be encouraged and f u r t h e r  
t h a t  such programs be made ava i lab le  t o  a l l  s t uden t s .  
This recommendation recognizes the  equi ty  i n  terms 
of  programs does no t  e x i s t  f o r  s tudents  i n  a l l  
d i s t r i c t s ,  and f u r t h e r  t h a t  program equi ty  i s  
t i e d  t o  o t h e r  i s sues  such as  school f inance and 
school d i s t r i c t  s t r u c t u r e .  
2 .  The r e s t r u c t u r i n g  of d i s t r i c t s  should be considered 
by no t ing  t h a t  equ i ty  of educational  programs 
i s  most e f f i c i e n t l y  and e f f e c t i v e l y  o f f e r ed  i n  
d i s t r i c t s  a s  the  enrollment of d i s t r i c t s  i n c r e a s e s .  
The s i z e  af d i s t r i c t s  could be e s t ab l i shed  through 
the  following a l t e r n a t i v e s  : 
A .  County School Systems: The county i s  the  
s t a t e ' s  fundamental u n i t  of government. Each 
county has a s epa ra t e  taxing au tho r i t y ,  main- 
t a i n s  e s s e n t i a l  information and records through 
the  o f f i c e s  of county recorder ,  a u d i t o r ,  
a s se s so r ,  and t r e a s u r e r .  H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  t h e  
county has been the  fundamental u n i t  f o r  
educat ional  s e rv i ce s  ou ts ide  the  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t .  
It has a successful  h i s t o r y  i n  terms o f  educa- 
t i o n  se rv i ce s  and i s  a most v i ab l e  government 
u n i t .  n u s ,  i t  could provide a s u b s t a n t i a l  
and secure  base f o r  school  d i s t r i c t  s t r u c t u r e .  
B. County-Like Systems: County-like d i s t r i c t s  
could be s t ruc tu red  t o  recognize s eve ra l  
d i s t r i c t s  wi thin  a county, e spec i a l l y  i n  t h e  
more densely populated a r e a s .  
6. Minimum Enrollment Approach : This approach 
i s  the l e a s t  p r e sc r ip t ive  of the  t h r e e  methods 
i n  t h a t  only the minimum enrollment i s  
e s t ab l i shed  and the  me$bod of achievement i s  
determined loealLy n o w a  Department o f  P u b l i c  
I n s t r u c t i o n  ( I . D . P . ~ . ) ,  19781.  
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Drier found that 28 school districts had reorganized 
between 1966 and 1981. The average distance was 7.4 
miles between the joined districts. The average popula- 
tion of the smaller community was 448 and the larger 
community 1,742. The average school district kindergarten 
through grade twelve enrollment of the smaller district 
was 223, and the larger district 621 (Drier, 1982). 
In his slmary, Ghan cited reasons generally in 
support of closing school buildings as well as those in 
opposition to such closings. Included in that list were: 
1. Benefits cited/rationale for action related to 
education considerations included: 
A. Ability to increase the number of course 
offerings, and to increase classroom 
contact time. 
B .  Increased ability to balance class sizes. 
C .  Improved staff communications. 
D. Improved music and art programs, as well 
as library services, 
E. Removes unhealthy competition between schools. 
F.  Eliminates inequity in pupilJteacher ratios 
between elementary schools. 
6 ,  Creates flexible grouping opportunities, 
and eliminates combination classrooms. 
2. Benefits cited/rationale for action related 
to structure considerations included: 
A .  Cost savings as a result of reduced 
teaching and administrative staff, and 
reduced cost for building operation. 
B .  Avoid the need for additional property 
taxes to maintain existing structure. 
and condition of building to be closed. 
3 .  Concernslreasons cited for opposition related to 
procedure followed included: 
A .  School district did not follow DPI guidelines. 
B. School board acted in haste. 
C .  Other alternatives were available which the 
school board should have considered. 
D. Information provided by the district disputed, 
and manipulation of f igures  by superintendent 
implied. 
E. Consideration of closing more than one school 
should be handled in separate votes. 
4. GoncernsJreasons cited for opposition related to 
educational considerations included: 
A .  The action is not necessary because the school 
meets the minimum standards established by 
the state. 
3 .  Benefits of the neighborhood school are 
diminished or eliminated. 
C. Increased class size may reduce educational 
quality. 
D. It is believed that the new mixture of students 
in different grade levels will have a detrimental 
effect on education quality, or social develop- 
ment. 
E. School closings may have an adverse equity 
impact, and may be detrimental to the welfare 
of children from minority and low income 
families. 
F. Frequent adjustments to school organization 
and intra-district boundaries is harmful to 
the children who were unable to remain in a 
single school setting for a reasonable mount 
of time, 
G. Safety considerations for students who would 
have to travel longer distances. 
5 .  Concernslreasons cited for opposition related to 
structural possibilities included: 
A. Cost savings may be overestimated. Transpor- 
tation costs may increase as a result of the 
closing. 
B .  School budgets would not really be reduced, 
resources would simply be redirected to 
other services or programs. 
C. Negative economic and emotional effects on 
the community. 
D. Concern about how vacant building will be 
used. 
E. Decline in neighborhood property values 
as a result of school closing (Chan, 1986). 
Ghan also cited reasons relative to school district 
reorganization in Iowa similar to that for school building 
closings. Included in that summary list were the f o l l o w i n g :  
1. Benefits cited/rationale for action related to 
education considerations included: 
A .  Reorganization would provide a solution to 
the affect of declining enrollment on the 
quality of education and extracurricular 
activities. Broader educational and vocational 
opportunities could be provided to students. 
B.  Reorganization would allow more student 
interaction and the exchange of ideas. 
C. The number of preparations for each teacher 
would be reduced. 
2. Benefits cited/rationale for action related to 
structure considerations included: 
A .  Cost savings as a result of reduced teaching 
and administrative staff , and reduced cost 
for building operation. Cost savings were 
pursued as a result of declining enrollment, 
and limited finances. 
3 .  Concerns/reasons cited for opposition related to 
procedure followed included: 
A .  Residents who signed reorganization petitions 
were misled, misinformed, not given all the 
facts, and did not understand the petition. 
It was cited that many who originally signed 
the reorganization petition, later filed 
objections to the reorganization. 
B. The AEA should not be involved in reorganization. 
4 .  Cancerns/reasons cited for opposition related to 
educational considerations included: 
A .  The action is not necessary because the school 
meets the minimum standards established by 
the state. 
B. Increased class size would reduce the amount 
af personal attention students receive from 
teachers. 
C. The school is able to provide a quality 
education. 
D. Graduating seniors achieve in their chosen 
fields and the school has met the needs of 
students going on to higher education. 
E. As long as the school fulfills our needs and 
can operate in the black, then the school 
should be kept open. 
5. Concernslreasons cited for opposition related to 
structural possibilities included: 
A. The school can pay its bills and meet its 
budget. 
B.  Negative economic and emotional effects on 
the community. 
C. The schoolhouse tax may not be available to 
the reorganized school. That issue should 
be dispose9 o f  before reorganization is 
approved (man, 19 86) . 
The 1974 Summary - of Research --- on Size of Schools - and 
School Districts provided a comprehensive review of 
Literature. Several concluding comments were as follows: 
I .  School size is not absolute; it is but one of 
many factors related to educational quality. 
Good educa t ion  can and does occur i n  schools  
r a n g i n g  i n  s i z e s  from small  t o  l a r g e .  
2 .  School d i s t r i c t  s i z e  i s  n o t  a b s o l u t e ;  d i s t r i c t  
s i z e ,  t o o ,  i s  b u t  one of  many f a c t o r s  r e l a t i n g  
t o  e d u c a t i o n a l  q u a l i t y  and o p e r a t i o n a l  e f f i c i e n c y .  
Good educa t ion  can and does occur i n  school 
d i s t r i c t s  ranging  i n  s i z e s  from small  t o  l a r g e ,  
3 .  Schools  and school  d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  a r e  small  
can achieve  q u a l i t y  i n  educa t iona l  programs 
bu t  o n l y  i f  s u f f i c i e n t  funds a r e  a v a i l a b l e  
and a r e  p roper ly  spent  t o  compensate f o r  t h e  
diseconomies of smal lness .  
4 .  Schools  and school d i s t r i c t s  can be too l a r g e ,  
as w e l l  a s  too  small  i n  terms of program 
q u a l i t y  and e f f i c i e n c y  of  opera t ion .  Some 
form of  d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  i s  t h e  most f r equen t ly  
recommended and used method of compensating 
f o r  t h e  disadvantages of  b igness .  
5 .  The a p p r o p r i a t e  s i z e  of schools  and school 
d i s t r i c t s  w i l l  vary  from l o c a l i t y  t o  l o c a l i t y .  
6 .  There a r e  numerous p r a c t i c e s  i n  educat ional  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  and i n s t r u c t i o n  
t h a t  can h e l p  a l l e v i a t e  t h e  problems of 
u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  school  and school d i s t r i c t  
s i z e  ~aSizedSchool.s 
ikaa . S .S  . S  ,D.) , 1 9 7 4  . 
There  a r e  many s t u d i e s  which have been unable 
t o  c o n c l u s i v e l y  determine t h a t  s i z e  of t h e  school o r  
t h e  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  does make a  d i f f e r e n c e  depending 
on t h e  v a r i a b l e  s t u d i e d ,  Hartung found i n  a  1953 
I l l i n o i s  s tudy  and Opstad i n  a  1958 Iowa study t h a t  
t h e r e  was no d i f f e r e n c e  i n  drop out  r a t e s  between 
v a r i o u s  enrol lment  s i z e  school  d i s t r i c t s .  In s t u d i e s  
by Anderson, page,  and Smith i n  1958;  Hoyt i n  1959;  
K i e s l i n g  i n  1968; and Daird in  1969; no d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
academic achievement was noted  dependent on s i z e  of 
48 
schools or districts. In studies by the Ohio Education 
Association in 1959 and Smith in 1961, students from 
high schools of more than 200 enrollment tended to 
have higher academic achievement than those high schools 
with fewer than 200 enrolled. A llinnesota study in 
1969 found that students from larger enrollment high 
schools tended to score higher on achievement tests 
while those from smaller enrollment high schools tended 
to perform better in academic classes. Dickerson found 
in a 1958 Arkansas study that students from smaller 
high schools tended to have a greater college dropout 
rate than other students while Clement in a 1969 
Wisconsin study found the opposite may be true. Barker 
in a 1962 Michigan study found that student participation 
in activities was greater in high schools of fewer than 
1,500. (Iowa currently has three high schools of more 
than 1,500 students, Des Moines Lincoln, Davenport West, 
and West Des Moines Valley .) Rajpal found in a 1967 
Iowa study that larger school districts generally had 
better prepared and more experienced teaching staffs 
(S.R.S.S.D., 1974). Table 4 is a summary of research 
on size of schools and school districts which reported 
inconclusive findings or presented no recommendations, 
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Ghan found that enrollments of at least one- 
hundred pupils per grade are best at the secondary 
level. With the trend toward decreasing population 
in some rural areas, it may thus be inferred that 
enrollment prospects for at least a decade ahead 
should be considered in planning new school districts. 
The district population should be large enough to 
support an effective comprehensive high school. 
The four main objectives of such a high school would 
be: 
1. To provide the general education that is 
common to the needs of all future citizens. 
This core of education, many times referred 
to as the basic skills, would involve 
learning the skills of communication, basic 
competencies in mathematics, understandings 
of social and economic concepts, awareness 
of the history and governmental structure 
of our world and nation, and familiarity 
with the physical and biological sciences 
of the world in which we live. 
2 .  To provide a choice of programs necessary 
for the transition of pupils from school to 
the world of work; whether the decision to 
terminate a formal education program comes 
prior to the completion of high school or 
upon receiving the high school diploma. 
3 .  To provide the sequential programs and 
experiences necessary for continuing a post- 
high school education. 
4 .  To provide services and activities which 
assist the pupil to make maximum utilization 
of the instructional program (Ghan, 1986, p. 17). 
Ghan further determined the following as factors 
which would determine the size of an adequate district: 
1. Size of the various attendance units necessary 
to achieve a sound educational program for 
all children. 
2. Ability of a given area to provide a 
satisfactory base of financial support. 
3. Interest and ability of the area to provide 
the necessary lay leadership. 
4. Proper consideration for efficient and 
economical use of specialized and administrative 
personnel. 
5. Reasonable transportation possibilities 
within a given geographic area (Ghan, 1986, 
p.18). 
In 1971, the Governor's Educational Advisory 
Committee developed a list of five specific recomenda- 
tions related directly to education reorganization in 
Iowa. These recornendations were as follow: 
The number of local administrative districts 
for elementary and secondary education in 
Iowa should be drastically reduced. The 
committee feels that the new organizational 
structure should consist of county-like 
units except in situations where population 
or geographic conditions preclude this 
possibility. 
2. The 64th General Assembly should create an 
Organization Commission for Quality Education 
to thoroughly analyze and study the organi- 
zational structure of local school districts 
in Iowa, This comission should plan a new 
structure for Iowa" schools to be submitted 
to the 45th General Assembly. 
3. The General Assembly should declare a 
moratorium on new school construction and 
school reorganization. Proposed new school 
construction or organizational changes should 
be required to gain commission approval 
during the organizational period. 
4. The committee recommends that concurrent 
with the reduction of the local administrative 
districts that the county, joint county, 
and merged county school systems be abolished. 
5. The State Board of Public Instruction should 
restructure its administrative body, the 
Department of Public Instruction, so that it 
is better able to provide efficient, quality 
education through meaningful leadership, 
research, evaluation, and services on a 
statewide basis CGovernor" Educational 
Advisory Committee ( G . E . A . C . ) ,  1971, p.11. 
In 1979, a statewide economy task force recommended 
that in order to improve the cost-effectiveness of 
small districts, centralized administrative units 
should be created to reduce expenditures in non- 
instructional areas. By consolidating currently 
independent administrative functions into approxi- 
mately 120 offices, in relative paricy with Iowa'a 
present county structure, slgnif icant economies could 
achieved. accomplishing the restructuring, 
the legislature should appoint a reorganization 
committee to work with local groups in developing 
viable consolidation plans. Members would be responsible 
for formulating guidelines and presenting the proposed 
program to the legislature for review and coordinating 
statewide implementation efforts ~Governork Economy 
Committee '79 (G.E.C.), 19793.  
Table 5 shows public school enrollmen~s for the 
period from September, 1969 through September, 1986. 
It was prepared from information compiled by Department 
3 .  THE FOLLOWING NETHODS SHOULD BE USED I N  
ORDER OF PREFERENCE I F  ALL DISTRICTS I M  
IOWA HAD TO REORGAN1Z.E : 
Minimum enrol lment  p l a n  : Every 
d i s t r i c t  w i t h  fewer t h a n  1 , 0 0 0  
s t u d e n t s  would have  to  r e o r g a n i z e  
wi th  o t h e r  d i s t r i c t s  u n t i l  the new 
d i s t r i c t  had 1 , 0 0 0  s t u d e n t s .  
County l i k e  p l a n :  Each county 
would b e  a  s i n g l e  d i s t r i c t  w i t h  
v a r i o u s  a t t endance  c e n t e r s  w i t h i n  
t h e  county .  
N a t u r a l  p r o g r e s s i a n  plan: D i s t r i c t s  
would reo rgan ize  as t h e y  s e e  f i t  but 
newly formed d i s t r i c t s  must have a  
minimum enrol lment  o f  300 s t u d e n t s ,  
R e s t r u c t u r i n g  commission p l a n :  A 
s t a t e  appointed commission would 
s e t  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  
and t h e n  r e o r g a n i z e  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t s  
so  t h a t  all g u i d e l i n e s  would be met. 
R e s t r u c t u r i n g  s t a n d a r d s  p l a n :  All 
d i s t r i c t s  would b e  r e q u i r e d  t o  meet 
s t a t e  minimum s t a n d a r d s  w i t h o u t  
sha r ing1  t e l e c o m u n i c a t i o n s  o r  would 
have t o  r e o r g a n i z e  w i t h  o t h e r  d i s t r i c t s ,  
Shar ing/  te lecommunicat ions could be 
used f o r  o f f e r i n g s  beyond minimums. 
THANK YOU F O R  YOUR COOPERATION. RESULTS WILL BE S H A Z D  
WITH ALL DISTRICTS.  
of  Educat ion o f f i c i a l s .  This t a b l e  d e p i c t s  t h e  
cont inuous  d e c l i n e  of s t u d e n t  enrollment each y e a r  
f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  17 y e a r  pe r iod .  Through t h i s  c h a r t  
one can observe  t h e  d e c l i n i n g  enrol lment  t r e n d  which 
amounts t o  a t o t a l  d e c l i n e  of 178,693 s t u d e n t s  o r  
2 7 . 1  p e r c e n t  of  t h e  peak y e a r  enrol lment .  
Table  6 r e v e a l s  t h e  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  number of 
p u b l i c  schoo l  d i s t r i c t s  from t h e  school  yea r s  1952-53 
through 1986-87. Information was ga thered  f o r  t h i s  
t a b l e  from t h e  annual Basic  Educat ional  Data Survey. 
Th i s  document i s  prepared annual ly  by t h e  Department 
o f  Educat ion from informat ion  s u p p l i e d  by l o c a l  
d i s t r i c t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s .  The t a b l e  d e p i c t s  t h e  
d e c l i n e  and even tua l  e l i m i n a t i o n  of a l l  elementary 
schoo l  d i s t r i c t s  i n  Iowa. Elementary d i s t r i c t s  were 
t h o s e  n o t  f eed ing  d i r e c t l y  i n t o  a h igh  school .  It 
f u r t h e r  shows t h e  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  number of p u b l i c  
schoo l  d i s t r i c t s  over t h e  34 yea r  pe r iod  from 1952 
t o  1986. 
Table  7 i n c l u d e s  a comparative l i s t  of school  
d i s t r i c t  enro l lments  by s i z e  of d i s t r i c t s  between t h e  
1966-67 and 1986-87 school  y e a r s .  This  t a b l e  was 
compiled from informat ion  ga the red  by personnel  of 
t h e  Department of Education i n  t h e  annual survey of 
l o c a l  p u b l i c  schoo l s .  This  t a b l e  p o i n t s  out  t h e  
change i n  number of l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s  and t h e  genera l  
Table  6 
Number o f  Pub l i c  School Districts in Iowa 
1952-53 through 1986-87 
Year Non-Hifh High Schoo School Total 
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Table 6 (continued) 
Year 
Non-High High 
School School Total 
decline in enrollments of those local districts. Only 
districts which historically have contained more than 
3,000.students have failed to change in membership over 
the last twenty y e a r s .  There are now 75 more school 
districts of fewer than 500 students than there w e r e  
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i n  1966 r e p r e s e n t i n g  a change of 6 3 . 0  p e r c e n t ,  The 
g r e a t e s t  change occurred i n  d i s t r i c t s  of fewer than  
300 s t u d e n t s  where t h e  number of school d i s t r i c t s  
i n c r e a s e d  from 23 i n  1966 t o  86 i n  1986. A t  t h e  same 
t ime  t h e r e  were 42 fewer d i s t r i c t s  wi th  enrol lments  
between 1 , 0 0 0  and 3 ,000  i n  1986 than  t h e r e  were i n  
1966. This  r e p r e s e n t s  a d e c l i n e  of 35.0 percent  i n  
schoo l  d i s t r i c t s  of t h i s  s i z e .  
Table  $ p r e s e n t s  a comparative l i s t  of p u p i l s  
and d i s t r i c t s  by enrol lment  s i z e  f o r  t h e  1986-87 
schoo l  y e a r .  This  t a b l e  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
a m a j o r i t y  of t h e  d i s t r i c t s  house few of Iowa's 
s t u d e n t s  w h i l e  a few of t h e  l a r g e r  d i s t r i c t s  house 
m o s t  of t h e  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  s t a t e .  Sixty-one pe rcen t  
o f  all p u b l i c  d i s t r i c t s  i n  Iowa e n r o l l  17.8 pe rcen t  
o f  t h e  s t u d e n t s ,  A t  t h e  o t h e r  extreme, 7 . 4  percent  
o f  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  e n r o l l  44.8 percen t  of t h e  s t u d e n t s .  
School d i s t r i c t  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  would tend t o  e l i m i n a t e  
t h o s e  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  t h e  fewest s tuden t s  thereby 
i n c r e a s i n g  average p e r  p u p i l  enro l lments .  
Table  9 shows t h e  t e n  l a r g e s t  school d i s t r i c t s  
by geographic  a r e a  and t h e i r  p u p i l  dens i ty  pe r  square  
m i l e .  Although a l l  bu t  one of t h e s e  d i s t r i c t s  con ta ins  
s t u d e n t  enrol lment  i n  excess  of  1 ,300 ,  they a r e  
d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  have met t h e  time l i m i t s  of t r anspor -  
t a t i o n  requi rements  a s  s e t  by Iowa law. Those l i m i t s  
Table 8 
Distr ibut ion of D i s t r i c t s  and Pupils i n  Iowa 
Enro llrnen t Dis tr icts P q i l s  
N % N % 
Less than 250 52 11.9 10,125 2.1 
T o t a l s  436 100.0 481,198 100.0 
do not l e t  elementary students r i d e  a school bus for  
more than 60 minutes o r  a high school student more 
than 75 minutes each way from tha t  s tudent ' s  attendance 
cen te r .  D i s t r i c t s  l i s t e d  i n  Table 9 most closely 
resemble those proposed under a county-like program 
defined i n  Chapter 1. Should such a plan be adopted 
t h e  number of d i s t r i c t s  i n  the s t a t e  would be reduced 
t o  99 which would coincide with the number af counties 
i n  the  s t a t e .  
Table 10 shows the eleven smallest school d i s t r i c t s  
by geographic area and t h e i r  pupil  density per square 
Table 9 
Ten L a r g e s t  Iowa School D i s t r i c t s  Geographically 
Square Average Daily P u p i l s  Per  
School  D i s t r i c t  Miles Enrollment Square Mile 
Hount Ayr  331 698 2 
Howard Winneshiek 434 1470 3 
Davis  County 468 1508 3 
Char i ton 330 1337 4 
A l  Iamakee 417 1624 4 
W j n t e r s e t  288 1421 5 
A l b i a  304 1436 5 
F a i r f  i e l d  353 2207 6 
Western Dubuque 555 3143 6 
t'launt P l e a s a n t  303 2054 7 
- 
m i l e .  Three of t h e  d i s t r i c t s  which have enrol lments  more 
+kan 1 , 1 0 0  s t u d e n t s  a r e  d i s t r i c t s  which spend l i t t l e  money 
t o  m e e t  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  needs because of t h e i r  small  geo- 
g r a p h i c  s i z e s .  These d i s t r i c t s  would cont inue  t o  e x i s t ,  
exc lud ing  t h e  t h r e e  wi th  fewer than 1,000 s t u d e n t s ,  should 
t h e  minimum enrol lment  p lan  a s  def ined  i n  Chapter 1 be  
adopted by t h e  General Assembly, b u t  would all cease  t o  
e x i s t  should t h e  coun ty - l ike  p l a n  be adopted ( see  page 7 3 ) .  
Table  11 p r e s e n t s  a comparison of c u r r e n t  average 
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Table 10 
Eleven Smallest Iowa School Districts Geographically 
Square Average Daily Pupils Per 
School District Miles Enrollment Square Mile 
Bettendorf 9 4453 495 
Urbandale 6 2730 455 
Mar ion 4 1786 447 
Clinton 18 5012 278 
West Burlington 3 495 165 
West Des Moines 37 5990 162 
Ames 37  4487 121 
Saydel 22 1288 59 
Camamche 35 1195 34 
Arnolds Park 16 214 13 
Amana 32 178 6 
curriculwn units taught by various size school district 
high schools. This table illustrates the differences in 
educational opportunities from the smallest districts which 
have 38.31 average units to the largest districts by 
enrollment which have an average of 148.67 units or 288 
percent more offerings than the smallest districts. One 
consideration of potential reorganization is the breadth 
of each district's curriculum offerings defined as the 
number of varied courses and sequential offerings. 
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3. 
Current Iowa Directions 
During the 1986 Session of the General Assembly, 
Senate File 2175 was enacted. Section 1407, Subsection 7 
of that law contained the following mandate: 'The State 
Board of Education shall develop plans for the restructuring 
of school districts, area education agencies, and merged 
area schools, with specific emphasis on combining the 
area education agencies and merged area schools. The 
plans shall be reported to the General Assembly not 
later than October 1, 1987. The focus of the plans 
shall be to assure more productive and efficient use of 
limited resources, equity of geographical access to 
facilities, equity of educational opportunity within 
the state, and improved student achievement. The State 
Board shall consult with representatives from the local 
school districts, area education agencies, and merged 
area schools in developing the plans. The representatives 
shall include board members, school administrators, 
teachers, parents, students, associations interested in 
education, and representatives from the communities of 
various sizes. " jlCode of Iowa (C . I. ) , 1986, p .  14073 . The 
State Board approached this mandated task by seeking 
methods for: 
1. Improving the delivery system of education, 
2. Maintaining or improving the quality of education. 
3. Maximizing the use of available resources. 
4. Working from and within the current framework 
of education in the state. 
In response to the mandate, the State Board appointed 
a 22 member panel of advisors to advise it in developing 
the restructuring plans. The advisors were selected 
from lists of recommendations from the following 
state wide organizations : 
1, The Iowa State Education Association. 
The Iowa Association of School Boards. 
The Iowa Association of School Administrators. 
The Educational Administrators of Iowa. 
The Iowa Association of Area Education Agency 
Administrators. 
The Iowa Council of Area Education Agency Boards. 
The Iowa Association of Community College Trustees. 
The Iowa Congress of Parents and Teachers. 
The Iowa Association of Business and Industry, 
The Iowa Federation of Labor. 
The Iowa Farm Bureau Association. 
These associations were each asked to provide nine names 
for consideration; three each representing small, medium, 
and large size districts. From these lists three panel 
members were chosen from each association such that 
regional and size balances were achieved. In addition, 
there were seven ex-officio members of the panel repre- 
senting the executive and legislative branches of 
government as well as the State Board. 
There were five plans which emerged from this 
process including four panel originated plans and 
one minority opinion plan. Included are the following 
plans : 
1. A Minimum Enrollment Plan. 
2. A County-like School System Plan, 
3. A Natural Progression Plan. 
4. A Restructuring Comissian ( I . S . R . P . A . ,  
1987). 
5. A Restructuring Standards Plan (Scott, 1987) . 
A Minimum Enrollment Plan. From the 1950's to 
the present time, a proposed school district or 
district which would be formed through the process 
of reorganization had to have a minimum of 300 
students, kindergarten through grade twelve. This was 
basically a one unit school. The State Board recom- 
mended that a minimum of 1,000 students be the number 
necessary for a new district and that all school districts 
be required to have that minimum enrollment by 1992. 
For the majority of students in districts under 1,000 
enrollment, the impact of this plan would be primarily 
felt at the secondary level. The basic implications of 
the 1,000 minimum enrollment figure were that a school 
district of that size would ensure a diversity of course 
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o f f e r i n g s  , enhance s tuden t  competition, provide minimum 
b u t  e f f i c i e n t  use of  f i n a n c i a l  and human resources ,  and 
make i t  e a s i e r  t o  provide an appropr ia te  program f o r  
each  c h i l d .  The number and loca t ion  of s p e c i f i c  attendance 
c e n t e r s  would be l e f t  t o  l o c a l  d i s c r e t i o n ,  although the  
a n t i c i p a t e d  number of secondary attendance cen te rs  would 
b e  approximately one-half the  e x i s t i n g  number. Current ly ,  
t h e r e  a r e  333 d i s t r i c t s  below 1,000 enrollment.  This 
r e p r e s e n t s  about 76 percent  of t he  d i s t r i c t s  i n  ex i s tence .  
T h e  s p e c i f i c s  of t h e  impact on t r anspor t a t i on  would no t  
be  known p r i o r  t o  determining ac tua l  mergers between and 
among d i s t r i c t s  (I.S.R,P,A., 1 9 8 7 ) .  
A - County-like School System Plan. The S t a t e  Board 
-recommended t h a t  a l l  publ ic  school d i s t r i c t s  be r e s t ruc tu red  
i n t o  county-l ike u n i t s ,  e f f e c t i v e  i n  1992. Current school  
d i s t r i c t  l i n e s  could be  used i n  forming the  boundaries of 
county- l ike  u n i t s .  This p lan would c a l l  f o r  99 school 
d i s t r i c t s  . Program o f f e r ings  f o r  s tudents  would be rnaxi- 
mized under the county-l ike approach. A l l  d i s t r i c t s  i n  
t h e  s t a t e  except f o r  two would have an enrollment of a t  
l e a s t  1,000 s t u d e n t s .  With t h i s  enrollment base,  s u f f i c i e n t  
funds and s t a f f  would be ava i lab le  t o  ensure program 
o f f e r i n g s  wi th  some bread th .  The number of elementary 
a t tendance cen te r s  would no t  change as  d r a s t i c a l l y  as 
would the number of secondary cen te r s .  However, t he re  
would be fewer elementary attendance cen te r s ,  and the re  
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could be a t  l e a s t  one-hundred fewer high school bui ldings.  
The adminis t ra t ive s t ruc tu re  of school d i s t r i c t s  would 
change t o  r e f l e c t  the administration of more s t a f f ,  more 
at tendance cen te r s ,  and the use of s t a f f  to  manage se lec ted  
programs o r  t o  spec ia l ize  i n  ce r t a in  areas .  It i s  assumed t h a t  
each d i s t r i c t  would have a superintendent and each attendance 
cen te r  would have a pr inc ipa l ,  The a m b e r  of pr incipals  
would be expected to  increase s l i g h t l y .  Most d i s t r i c t s  
would employ a business manager a s  well as  spec ia l i s t s  
i n  areas  such as  curriculram and personnel. Almost a l l  
d i s t r i c t s  i n  the s t a t e  would be a f fec ted .  Transportation 
would c l e a r l y  be an issue i n  the f e a s i b i l i t y  or  perceived 
f e a s i b i l i t y  of having county-like u n i t s  ?Z.S,R.P.A., 1 9 8 7 ) .  
The -Natural Progression Plan. Even though the pace 
of school d i s t r i c t  reorganization has been slow i n  recent  
yea r s ,  there  has been some a c t i v i t y .  This i n t e r e s t  appears 
t o  be spurred by the following f a c t o r s :  declining en ro l l -  
ments, scarce f inancia l  resources, teacher shortages i n  
some a r e a s ,  and s t a t e  s t a t u t e s  which allow a var ie ty  of 
shar ing p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  The S t a t e  Board recomendted t h a t  
no major l e g i s l a t i o n  be considered t h a t  could force d r a s t i c  
r e s t r u c t u r i n g  of loca l  school d i s t r i c t s .  Rather, the 
S t a t e  Board believes tha t  a number of current  incentives 
a r e  i n  place and tha t  other f a c t o r s  a re  operational  to  
the degree t h a t  a na tura l  progression toward res t ruc tur ing  
w i l l  continue and increase i n  volume during the next 
s e v e r a l  yea r s .  Coupling the  new s tandards ,  the  acc red i t a t i on  
p roces s ,  and the  f inancing of schools may produce r e s u l t s  
independent of  any d i r e c t  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n t e rven t ion .  Currently 
l o c a l  boards a r e  engaging i n  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  s u b s t a n t i a t e  
t h e  n a t u r a l  progress ion plan.  Whole grade shar ing ,  which 
i s  a form of reorgan iza t ion ,  i f  n o t  a  prelude t o  reorgan- 
i z a t i o n ,  has geometrical ly increased over t he  p a s t  t h r ee  
years  ( I .  S . R . P  . A .  , 1987) .  
A - Restructur ing Commission Plan. For a v a r i e t y  of  
reason9 the  General Assembly has chosen no t  t o  enact  laws 
t h a t  would fo rce  r e s t ruc tu r ing  of school d i s t r i c t s .  I n  
recogni t ion  of t h i s  p a s t  h i s t o r y ,  the  S t a t e  Board recommended 
t h a t  a  School D i s t r i c t  Restructuring Cornmission be es tab-  
l i s h e d  composed of  Lay leaders ,  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  and profess iona l  
educators  broadly represen ta t ive  of the  s t a t e .  This 
commission should be authorized t o  do the  fol lowing:  
1. Es tab l i sh  prel iminary guidel ines  f o r  the  develop- 
ment of des i r ab l e  l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t s .  
2 .  Provide an opportunity f a r  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  
express t h e i r  organizat ional  des i r e s  i n  t e r n s  
o f  t he  prel iminary guidel ines  es tab l i shed  by 
the  conunission. 
3 .  Following t h i s  school d i s t r i c t  i n p u t ,  develop 
c r i t e r i a  and guidel ines  f o r  reorganizat ion of 
l o c a l  school  d i s t r i c t s  on a s ta tewide b a s i s .  
4. Seek s t a t u t o r y  au tho r i t y  t o  proceed wi th  the  
proposed school d i s t r i c t  s t r u c t u r e .  
3 .  Act as  a  commission of appeal t o  s e t t l e  d isputes  
t h a t  a r i s e  during the  implementation of school  
d i s t r i c t  r e s t r u c t u r i n g .  
A l l  school d i s t r i c t s  would be r e s t ruc tu red  along the  l i n e s  
set  f o r t h  i n  the  c r i t e r i a  and guidel ines  by 1992. The 
commission would cease to  e x i s t  by t h a t  date  (1,s . R , P  . A , ,  1987). 
f ie  R e s  t ructur ing-s tandards  Based Plan. A l l  e x i s t i n g  -
school  d i s t r i c t s  would be required t o  meel: s t a t e  minimum 
s tandards  by Ju ly  1 ,  1992, using e x i s t i n g  d i s t r i c t  resources ,  
S tudents  could no t  be t ranspor ted across  ex i s t i ng  school 
boundaries f o r  shar ing  purposes i n  order  t o  meet minimum 
s t anda rds .  C e r t i f i e d  teachers could be shared wi th  o the r  
d i s t r i c t s  o r  h i r e d  on a p a r t  time b a s i s  t o  meet minimum 
s tandards  bu t  would have t o  provide d a i l y  in -c lass  on- 
s i t e  i n s t r u c t i o n .  Television s a t e l l i t e  c lasses  would n o t  
be  accep tab le  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  meeting minimurn s tandards .  
Local d i s t r i c t s  which could no t  meet t he  obl igat ions  o f  
t h i s  p lan  due t o  f i n a n c i a l  c o n s t r a i n t s ,  could pass an 
enrichment t a x  t o  provide necessary add i t iona l  funding. 
Local d i s t r i c t s  which could not  meet t h e  obl igat ions  of  
t h i s  p lan  and which chose no t  t o  pass an enrichment t ax  
would be r equ i r ed  t o  d i sso lve  and merge wi th  another 
d i s t r i c t  meeting the  prescribed s tandards  wi thin  one 
year  us ing  e x i s t i n g  reorganizat ion methods. D i s t r i c t s  
could  continue t o  share  s tudents  t o  meet educational  
needs above and beyond the minimum standards .  D i s t r i c t s  
could continue t o  u t i l i z e  t e l e v i s i o n  s a t e l l i t e  c lasses  
t o  enhance educational  oppor tun i t i es  above and beyond 
the  minimum standards .  This  proposal  would equalize education 
ac ros s  the  s t a t e  i n  t h a t  every c h i l d  would be guaranteed access 
t o  a b a s i c  education in ' f i islher own d i s t r i c t  with r e a l  
teachers  i n  a  regular  classroom s e t t i n g .  Each school 
d i s t r i c t  would have the  opportunity to make i t s  own decision 
about. keeping the school i n  i t s  own community. D i s t r i c t s  
on a s t a t e  wide l eve l  would not be required t o  provide 
funds t o  keep l e s s  e f f i c i e n t  d i s t r i c t s  i n  operation.  
Opportunities f o r  sharing and s a t e l l i t e  courses would 
continue t o  e x i s t  giving unlimited a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  educa- 
t i o n a l  experiences to  Iowa ' s  young people. This proposal 
would probably provide a more palatable  a l t e rna t ive  to 
l e g i s l a t o r s  as the commitment t o  l o c a l  control  remains 
a  s t rong f ixa t ion  (Scot t ,  1987) . 
In  t h i s  chapter,  a review of re la ted  l i t e r a t u r e  
was presentedj  nat ional  perspectives were presented 
which revealed tha t  some s tudies  demonstrate a need 
f o r  reorganization of small inef f ic ien t  school d i s t r i c t s  
while others  point out tha t  individual high schools 
of more than 1 , 5 0 0  enrollment tend to  produce students 
with  lower academic achievement and increased dropout 
r a t e s .  Actions taken by the Iowa General Assembly 
s ince  the inception o f  public schools i n  Iowa was 
presented.  Iowa perspectives were reviewed t rac ing  the 
h i s t o r y  of reorganization i n  Iowa. The f i n a l  sect ion 
of Chapter 2 showed the current  d i rec t ion  of school 
d i s t r i c t  reorganization i n  Iowa and included a descr ipt ion 
o f  each of the  f ive  reorganization plans which w i l l  
b e  c o n s i d e r e d  by the 1989 Iowa General Assembly; and 
upon which the  focus of t h i s  s tudy  i s  centered. 
CHAPTER 3 
Research Methodology 
Design of the Study 
This study was conducted to determine attitudes of 
local school board members toward school district reor- 
ganization concepts, as these are influenced by attitudes 
of school district patrons. To accomplish this, a 
questionnaire identifying various reorganization concepts 
currently under consideration in Iowa was developed and 
distributed to all school board menbers in Iowa. 
The questionnaire was developed by the researcher, 
reviewed by his major advisor, and reviewed for face 
validity by Guy Ghan, Consultant for School Adminis- 
tration with the Department of Education; and Ted 
Davidson, Executive Director of the Iowa Association 
of School Boards, r?r. Ghan is the Department of 
Education consultant in the state for school district 
reorganization. Dr. Davidson endorsed the study which 
encouraged greater local school board member response. 
Their comments and suggestions were incorporated into 
the final form of the questionnaire which was then 
mailed to all local public school board members in Iowa. 
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Instrument 
The questionnaire was divided into four separate 
categories: 
1. General information. 
2. Reasons for opposition to reorganization. 
3. Existing reorganization method choice. 
4. Board member attitudes relative to future 
reorganization alternatives. 
A .  Identification of the agency which should 
determine reorganization. 
B.  Identification of factors most significant 
to consider in reorganization. 
C ,  Preferred method of reorganization currently 
under consideration. 
The general information part was designed to identify 
various kindergarten through grade twelve distrLct 
enrollments, determine board service longevity, and identify 
respondents by school district and area education agency. 
The second section was designed to identify specified 
reasons most often encountered by school board members 
as justification for not reorganizing school districts. 
This section involved the use of a "yes" or "no" format 
with no particular value placed on the strength of the 
"yes" or "no" response. 
The third seetion was a simple choice question 
between the two methods of reorganization cu r r en t l y  allowed 
by Iowa law. 
The last section dealt with attitudes toward 
future reorganization possibilities and was broken into 
three sub-sections. Sub-section One involved a rank 
ordering by board members of which public entity should 
determine reorganization for Iowa's schools, Sub-section 
a 
Two involved a rank ordering of factors that: should 
receive priority in determining reorganization. Sub- 
section Three presented current identified reorganization 
possibilities in the rank order method which will be 
given consideration during the 1989 legislative session. 
The composite package, including the covering 
letter of instructions, was three pages in length. 
The writer attempted to follow Parten" suggestions 
as to the proper length for a questionnaire, 'L . . 
as short as possible to get all the information needed 
by the survey " (Parten, 1950,  p . 3 8 5 ) .  The package 
was also developed with Parten's suggestion to avoid 
a complicated or cluttered look in hopes that respondents 
would react more readily to the questions askedo 
Population -
Every school board member of every local public 
school district in the state of Iowa was included in 
the population surveyed. All members of the population 
were sent questionnaires to complete in order to 
eliminate potentially erroneous conclusions which 
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could be encountered from random sampling. Approximately 
2 , 3 0 0  questionnaires were sent to the school board 
members. 
The chief administrator of each area education 
agency was called on the telephone to explain the nature 
of the study, seek support for it, and ask assistance 
in distributing and collecting survey materials. All 
fifteen AEA administrators were supportive and were 
willing to give substantial assistance in the distribution 
and collection of the materials. 
Packets of materials were mailed to each AEA 
administrator. A letter was included which explained 
exactly the responsibility of the administrator and 
how that responsibility was to be completed (see 
Appendix A). Also included in the materials were the 
packets for the superintendent and school board members 
of each local public school district in the AEA, 
Included with each superintendent's packet of 
mater9als was a letter explaining the nature of the 
study, asking for support, and requesting assistance 
in the distribution of the questionnaires t o  the 
individual board members at the first regular board 
meeting of November, 1987 (see Appendix B) . 
At the first school board meeting of November 
superintendents distributed individual board member 
packets. Contained in each packet was a letter 
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explaining the purpose of the study and asking board 
mexbers to complete the questionnaire (see Appendix C ) .  
Also included was a survey document (see Appendix D ) .  
Board members were asked to complete the questionnaire 
at the board meeting but to do s o  independently and 
without consulting other board members. 
Each superintendent then sent the collected 
questionnaires to the administrator of each district's 
respective area education agency. Once school district 
superintendents had returned responses, or by December I, 
1987, all questionnaires which had been returned to the 
administrator of each AEA were then mailed to the 
researcher for analysis. 
Superintendents of school districts which had no 
board members respond to the questionnaire were 
contacted by phone and asked to encourage additional 
participation by their board members. No other follow-up 
measures were used. 
Treatment of the Data 
Information for questionnaires received from local 
school district boards of directors is summarized in 
Chapter k .  Data for the various school board members 
were classified according to: 
1, General background information about respondents. 
2 .  Reasons school bard members perceive people 
oppose school district reorganization. 
3 .  Preferable choices using existing reorganization 
methods. 
4. Consideration of factors affecting future 
reorganization possibilities. 
A. Identification of the agency perceived 
as most appropriate to determine school 
district reorganization, 
B .  Identification of those single factors 
most impartant in determining reorganization. 
C .  Identification of the preferred method of 
reorganization currently under consideration 
by the General Assembly. 
Appropriate statistical analyses were used to 
determine the differences between the various sub- 
groups as identified in the questionnaire. 
Data were broken down into cells each containing 
a certain number of responses or fren,uencies. The 
Chi-square statistical test of significance was used 
to analyze the data. The level of significance 
consjdered acceptable for rejection of each null 
hypothesis was 0.05. Tables which show levels of 
significance between 0.0000 and 0.0500 have a significant 
level of difference of response to the affected question 
and the null hypothesis is rejected. 
Data were further analyzed in terms of each 
individual cell in comparison with all other cells. 
Adjusted residuals determined the level of significance 
of each individual cell at the 0.05 level. Adjusted 
residuals' significance levels were determined by 
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dividing the desired level of significance 0.025 for 
a two-tailed test by the number of cells resulting in 
a normal distribution factor which was then converted 
to a z score above which, or if negative, below which 
significance of an individual cell was identified, 
Cells which were considered significant were placed 
in enclosed boxes, 
The Friedman Two-way Analysis of Variance Test 
was used to determine significance at the 0.05 level 
when comparing all items which were rank ordered. 
The overall design of this research was to 
determine attitudes of local school board members 
toward reorganization concepts. This was done by 
surveying all school board members of Iowa public 
school districts; grouping those board members by size, 
years of service, and area education agency, 
ReLationships were explored in the areas of reasons for 
opposition to school district reorganization, determining 
most popular current methods af reorganization, and 
evaluating amittudes toward possible furture reorganization 
plans and considerations. 
CHAPTER 4 
Findings 
The purpose of this study was to determine attitudes 
af Iowa public school district board members concerning 
public school district reorganization. 
Responses to a survey instrument were used to 
produce an analysis of board members' attitudes toward 
various aspects of school district reorganization, 
The central issues considered in the survey instrument 
included the following: 
1. Identification of reasons board members perceive 
school district patrons oppose reorganization. 
2. Selection of a preferable method of reorganiza- 
tion given those methods currently allowed by 
Iowa law. 
3 .  Identification of the governmental unit most 
preferred to determine school district reorgan- 
ization. 
4. Determination of the factors from most signifi- 
cant to least significant in developing 
reorganization plans. 
5 .  An analysis of board members' opinions of the 
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f i v e  methods o f  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  c u r r e n t l y  be ing  
cons ide red  as p o t e n t i a l  a l t e r n a t i v e  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  
p l a n s  by t h e  Iowa General Assembly. 
Survey responses  were f i r s t  analyzed by s i z e  of 
s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  enro l lment  t o  determine i f  t h e r e  was a  
d i f f e r e n c e  i n  responses  between school  d i s t r i c t s  of  
v a r i o u s  en ro l lmen t  s i z e s .  S i z e s  ranged from 0-300, 
301-600, 601-1,000,  1 ,001-1 ,500 ,  1 ,501-2,000,  2 ,001-  
3 , 0 0 0 ,  and 3 ,001-p lus .  
Second ly ,  t h e  survey was analyzed according t o  t h e  
number of y e a r s  o f  exper ience  of i n d i v i d u a l  board members, 
The purpose  of  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  was t o  d e t e m i n e  i f  t h e r e  
w a s  a  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  type  of response between board 
members w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  amounts o f  longevi ty  a s  p u b l i c  
s c h o o l  board  members, The exper ience  c a t e g o r i e s  ranged 
from 0 - 3 . 0  y e a r s ,  3 .1 -6 .0  y e a r s ,  6 . 1 - 9 . 0  y e a r s ,  9 . 1 - 1 2 . 0  
y e a r s ,  12 .1-15 .0  y e a r s ,  and 1 5 . 1  yea r s  and longe r .  
F i n a l l y ,  survey rcspcnses  w e r e  analyzed by 
geograph ic  r e g i o n  a s  de f ined  by t h e  a r e a s  served  by t h e  
1 5  a r e a  e d u c a t i o n  agenc ie s .  The purpose of t h i s  a n a l y s i s  
was t o  de te rmine  i f  respondents  d i f f e r r e d  from one a r e a  
ta a n o t h e r ,  
Survey Response 
Board members' r e s u l t s  were recorded by school  
d i s t r i c t  and a r e a  educa t ion  agency* Twenty-three 
82 
hundred surveys were mailed which represented  100 percent  
of  a l l  Iowa p u b l i c  school  d i s t r i c t  board members; 2 , 4 5 6  
r e sponses  were r ece ived  (64 .2  p e r c e n t ) ,  
There were 436 school  d i s t r i c t s  o r  100 percent  of 
a l l  Iowa p u b l i c  school  d i s t r i c t s  surveyed. Board 
members responded from 333 school. d i s t r i c t s  ( 7 6 . 4  
p e r c e n t ) .  Table  12  d e p i c t s  t h e  response l e v e l  by 
a r e a  educa t ion  agency. 
Table 12 
Survey Response of Schools b y  
Area Education Agency (AEA) 
-k 
AEA Returned Not Returned R e t u r n p e r c e n t  
* There is no AZA 8. 
Reasons for Opposition to Reorganization 
Survey responses are reported as percentages of positive 
or yes, answers to reasons identified as causing opposition 
to school district reorganization. Figure 1 is a summary 
of responses of reasons given for opposing school district 
reorganization. The four reasons selected most often 
included: 
I. Children would live too far from their attendance 
center. 
2 .  The t a m  would die if the school district were to 
reorganize, 
3 ,  Existing facilities would be wasted. 
4 .  Transportation would be too complicated. 
Present Methods of Reorganization 
Survey responses are reported according to the 
two methods currently allowed by Iowa law; the dissolution 
method and the petition method. 
Table 13 shows that 62.3 percent of the respondents 
prefer the petition method of reorganization while 
37.7 percent prefer the dissolution method. No school 
district in I o w a  has yet reorganized irself through 
the dissolution process. Board members from school 
districrs between 1,001-1,500 enrollments found the 
dissolution method more favorable than all other sizes 
of public school districts. However, board members 
Percent 
Transportation Mould Be Too 
Complicated 
Taxes Would Increase 
Town Would D i e  15 the School 
District Reorganized 
Too Many Students Would Go to a 
Single School District 
Children Would Live Too Far from 
The5r Attendance Center 
There Would Be More Exposure to 
Drugs and Alcohol 
There Would Be Too Few Activities 
in Which to Participate 
Property Values Would Decline 
Existing Facilities Would Be 
Wasted 
$5 
Table 13  
p r e f e r e n c e  by S i z e  o f  School D i s t r i c t  f o r  the  D i s s o l u t i o n  
Versus P e t i t i o n  Method of School D i s t r i c t  Reorganizat ion 
Enrollment 
ROW 
TOTAL 
352 37.7% 
Chi-Square 
29,63077 
Sign i f i cance  
0.0000 
Note: Adjusted Residuals - S i g n i f i c a n t  a t  2 . 9  ( C r i t i c a l  va lue  
f o r  . 05  l e v e l  of s i g n i f i c a n c e  a l l o c a t e d  over 14  c e l l s ) ;  
c e l l s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  a r e  enclosed. 
from d i s t r i c t s  wi th  enrollments between 301-600 found 
t h i s  method l e s s  favorable  than a l l  o the r  s i z e  d i s t r i c t s .  
Table  14  compares t h e  two methods of p resen t  school 
d i s t r i c t  r eo rgan iza t ion  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  according to 
schoo l  board members' years  of experience as  board 
members. There was no d i f fe rence  between t h e  va r ious  
l e v e l s  o f  experience of school board members and t h e i r  
p r e f e r e n c e  of r eo rgan iza t ion  method when given t h e s e  
t w o  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
Table 14 
preference by School Board Member Experience f o r  the 
 iss solution Versus P e t i t i o n  Method of School District 
Reorganization 
Experience 
COUNT li 
STD RE5 f 
0-3.6 3.1-6.0 b . t - 9 , 0  9.1-12.0 l2.l-fS. 3.1-PLU ROW 
ADJ RES I o I t I a r 3 1 4 1 s I 0 4 TOTAL 6 1 
--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------*-------- 
1 I 5 1 249 1 167 I 81 I 27 1 S I 10 1 552 + 
1 4 1 251.5 1 161.6 1 76 .9  i 33.6 1 17.4 1 8.7 1 31.11 
I .OX t 37.3X 1 38.SX 1 39.7Z t 30.3X 1 39.12 I 43.5X I 1 -*4 * 3 m 4  4 . 1  I -6.5 I .7 1 I - 1 . 3 I  . J I  I z:% 1 -:3 I .4 1 .b  I I :f I ".J f : b  I +--------*--------+--------+------*---+*-------+--------+--------* 
Chi-square D.F. Significance 
3.52454 6 0.7404 
Note: Adjusteci Residuals - Significant at 2.9 (Critical 
value for .05 level of significance allocated over 14 
c e l l s ) ;  no cells are significantly different. 
Table 15 compares the two present methods of school 
district reorganization allowed by Iowa law according 
to the 15 area education agencies. Only in AEA 3 was 
any difference in school board members' attitudes noted 
concerning the two methods. AEAs 1 3  and 14 were the 
only agencies that had board members who supported 
the dissolution method more that the petition method 
I of reorganization. 
T a b l e  15 
preference by Area Education Agency for the Dissolution 
Versus Petition Method of School District Reorganization 
Area Education Agency 
COUNT f 
EXP V A L  1 
COL BCT I 
RESIDUALIAEA 1 AEA 2 - A E A  3 - AEA 4 -- AEA 5 A E A  6 AEA 7 AEA 9 $ T O  RES i 
ADJ RES I 1 1  2 1 3 1 
.9  I 
GOLUPIN 8 0 8 7 7 1b 119 65 6 a.sx 5 . 3 %  9.2X 8. l X  5.9X 7 . & X  4 .1X k i 1 T O T A L  & 4 
C O U N T  I 
EXP VAL I f  
COL PC1 1 
R E S I D U A L I A E A  $ 0  AEA 1 1  AEA 12 AEA 13 AEA 14 AEA iS AEA 16 
STD RES f 
ADJ RES 1 9 1 10 t 11 1 12 1 131 14  1 is I 
--------*--------+-------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
1 1 .  32 1 76 I 27 1 30 I 40 1: 44  t 19 f 
1 $ 2 . 2  1 83.0  1 26.0 1 46.0 1 29.0 I 31.7 1 18.1 1 
I 6% 1 34.52 1 39 .1% I 41.0% 8 51.92  1 5 2 . 4 %  1 39.6% t 1 - 1 0 1 2  1 -7 .0  I 1.0 I 4.0 I 14.0 I 
-1.6 L . 2  1 -6 i .0 I 1 -2.1 1 i I . 3  I ,8 I 2.6 i :S I . 3  1 r---_----+-,-,-,--+--------+--------+--------*--------+--------+ 
2 1 80 i 144 t $2 1 7 2  1 37 1 4 0  1 29 1 1 69.8  1 13J.0m t 43.0 1 7 6 . 0  1 48.0 1 32.3 1 2 9 . 9  1 
I 7 t . 4X  I 6J.fL I 60.9% I 59 .0% i 48.12 I 47.6% 1 60.4% 1 
t 10.2 I 7.0 -1.0 I -4.0 1 - i j . o  t -12.3 I -.9 
.b - . Z  1 . 1  -1.7 1 -.2 I I f 1.0 4 - . 3  1 -11 1 -2.6 1 -2 .9  1 -.a 1 +--------+----,,-,+------*--+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
CDLZJHN 112 220 4 9 122 7 7 8 4 $8 
T O T A L  7 . 7 %  15.0% 4.7% 8.3% 5.3X 5.7% 3.3% 
RDW 
TOTAL 
552 
37 -7% 
Chi-square D , F .  Significance 
48.25794 14 0.0000 
Note: Adjusted Residuals - Significant at 3.2 (Critical 
value f o r  ' 05  level of significance allocated over 30 
c e l l s ) ;  c e l l s  significantly different are enclosed. 
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It is apparent that although school board members 
generally (62.3 percent) prefer the petition method of 
school district reorganization, which originates w i ~ h  
the citizenry, over the dissolution method, which originates 
with the local school board, there is no relationship 
between size of districts, experience of board members, 
or geographic location of the area education agency 
and choice of either method given. 
Agency Responsible for Reorganizatian 
Survey respondents were asked to rank order their 
preferences for which governmental agencies should 
determine school district reorganization. A rank of 
1 indicated first choice, a rank of 2 second choice, 
- - 
a rank of - 3 third choice, and a rank of - 4 fourth choice, 
Figure 2 is a summary of the mean ranks of all 
respondents. The Friedman two-way analysis of variance 
test which was applied assumes equal differences between 
ranked choices which in reality do not exist. However, 
significant differences are evident with a strong 
preference for any reorganization method or plan to be 
completed by the local district. Almost equal to that 
support is the strength of the opposition to having the 
legislature determine reorganization methods. The 
average rank score on a four point scale was 1.27 for 
local district determination and 3.37 for legislative 
reorganization determination. 
Cases Chi-square D. F. Significance 
1,433 2132.2532 3 0.0000 
Local State State Area 
School Legis- Com. Educa. 
District lature Agency 
Figure 2 
Average Rank Order Choices of All School 
Board Members for Determining Which Agency 
Should Determine Future School District 
Reorganization 
Figure 3 shows that 86 .3  percent of a11 respondents 
felt that any school district reorganization should be 
determined by the local district when given the choices 
of reorganization by local district, Legislature, a 
state appointed commission, or area education agency. 
Such support left only 13.7 percent of the respondents 
to select first choices from the other three identified 
alternatives. 
Table 16 identifies the 14 cells of observed 
differences in school board members' attitudes toward 
what agency should determine reorganization. Nearly 
95 percent of board members from school districts 
ranging in size from 0-600 in enrollment felt that 
local boards should determine school district 
First Second Third Fburth 
Choice Choice Chsf ce Choice 
Figure 3 
Percentage of Respondents 'Who Chose School District 
Reorganization by the Local School District as a 
First, Second, Third, or Fourth Choice 
reorganization while that percentage dropped to 65.6 
percent for board members from school districts with 
enrollments greater than 2,000 students. 
As shown in Figure 4, respondents chose the 
Legislature as the least acceptable agency to perform 
reorganization responsibilities. Only 5.8 percent of 
all respondents supported reorganization by the 
Legislature while 60.6 percent felt it was the least 
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Figure 4 
Percentage of Respondents kJho Chose School District 
Reorganization b the Legislature as a 
First, Second, T g ird, or Fourth Choice 
enrollment school districts (0-600) approved of this 
as the best method while 14.0 percent of the largest 
enrollment districts (2,000-plus) found such a method 
as the best possible alternative from those given. 
There was no difference between groups when 
comparing alternative choices of agencies to determine 
school district reorganization and length of experience 
of fGdiwidual board members, 
No differences could be found based on respondents' 
geographic location as determined by area education 
Table 1 7  
s e l e c t i o n  o f  Reorganizat ion by t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  
Compared by Enrollment Categor ies  
- 
Enrollment 
COUNT I 
EXP VAL. I 
COL BCT I 
RESIDUAt10-300 301-$00 601-1000 1001-150 1506-200 001-300 3001-PLU ROW 
STD RES I 
ADJ RE5 I 11 2 1 3 1 4 1 
0 0 
5 1 
6 S TOTAL 
its l 7 1 
1 1.5 1.6 I 1.1 1 2.4 1 
2 1 32 51 I 24 I 19 1 19 
f 32 .1  61.3 i 38.4 I 19.1 1 12.0 1 
1 12 ,bX  I 10.5% 1 7.9X I 12.6X I 20.OX I 22,ZX 1 26.42 1 
I - . I  1-60.3 1 - 1 4 . 4  1 - . I  1 7 .0  1 6-0 1 12.0 1 
I .O 1 -1.3 1 -2.3 t .O 1 2.0 i 2.1 1 .Q e -1 .7 I -2.8 r .O 1 2.2 t 2.3 1 4 . 0  I 3 *--------+--------+-----+----+--------+--------*--------+--------+ 
C3 1 48 1 112 1 5 4 1  2 3 1  39 1 17 1 17 1 306 
1 3 . 0  1 101.5 1 $3.5 1 31.7 3 . 2  1 S 2 I 2 1 . Q X  J9- 1 79.01  1 23.1X 1 17.8% 1 1 5 . 2 1  1 1.61  I 4 7.02 1 1!/9% I 
- 5  I 10.5 1 -9.5 1 7 I 10.1 I 9.8 1 -1.2 1 
1 -.9 1 8 - 0  1 -1.2 -1.5 1 2.3 1 1.0 f -.3 1 
1 -.9 I 1.4 E -6.5 t -1.8 1 2.6 1 1.2 t - . 3  I 
4 
I 
CDLUHN 1 5  3 6 3 
T O T A L  17.6X 33.7% 21.1% 10 .5% 4 - 2 2  
Chi-Square 
100.76192 
D.F. 
18 
Significant 
0.0800 
Note: Adjus ted  Residuals - S i g n i f i c a n t  a t  3 . 1  ( C r i t i c a l  
value f o r  .05 l e v e l  of s ign i f i cance  a l l o c a t e d  over 28 
cell) ; cells s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  a r e  enclosed.  
I agency. Respondents from AEA 7 ( 9 4 . 6  percent )  , AEA I1 I (91 .3  p e r c e n t ) ,  and AEA 1 ( 9 1 . 3  percent )  showed t h e  
1 s t r o n g e s t  support  f o r  t h e  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  as t h e  reorgan- 
94 
(77.4 percent) and AEA 15 (76.6 percent) had the lowest 
rates of support yet still expressed positive support. 
~espondents from AEA 13 and AEA 15 represent 15 of the 
21 southern two tiers of Iowa counties and supported 
reorganization by the Legislature most favorably at 
13.4 percent and 21.7 percent respectively. AEA 6 
respandents supported the concept of reorganizing 
local districts by the area education agency at the 
highest rate (7.6 percent), 
The study revealed that school board members prefer 
mast strongly reorganization of public schools at the 
local level (86.3 percent) if that reorganization is to 
take place and if the alternative choices are by legisla- 
tive action, legislative appointed commission, or AEA. 
Districts ranging from 0-300 supported the local control 
choice at a 96.4 percent rate while those ranging above 
3,000 in enrollment supported the local control choice 
at a 63.6 percent rate. 
Factors to Consider in School District Reorganization 
Respondents were asked to rank preferences of nine 
given considerations influencing school district reorgan- 
ization with a rank of - 1 highest, - 2 second highest, and - 9 
the lowest such that a rank order continuum was created. 
Such ratings only allow for rank ordering and do not 
imply which may or may not be important from a positive 
or negative point of view. Participants were given 
35 
an opportunity to express other factors which should 
be considered in school district reorganization. 
However, no item was mentioned for consideration by 
more than three respondents from a total of 1,456 
returned surveys. 
Figure 5 is a summary of the mean ranks of all 
respondents who ranked the nine identified factors 
which should be considered in reorganizing Iowa's 
public school districts. The Friedman Two-way Analysis 
of  Variance Test applied assumes equal differences which 
do not exist between ranked factors for these data, 
However, differences do exist as evidenced by the 
1 average rankings ranging from 3.11 to 6.87. There 
I were two factors which ranked considerably higher 
than a11 others. Reorganizing school districts, 
according to the research, should be done first by 
I considering the ability to meet state minimum standards 
(3.11) and then based on the breadth of instructional 
offerings ( 3 . 4 2 ) .  Three factors emerged as less signi- 
f icant than all others including : 
1. Taxable valuation of the district ( 6 . 8 7 ) .  
2. Number of district professional staff (6.44). 
3 .  Square miles in the district (6.29). 
Figure 6 identifies by percentage the number of 
respondents who selected each alternative as a first 
choice. Because not a11 respondents ranked all nine 
Cases Chi-square D , F .  S igni f icance  
I ,  383 2 5 4 9 , 2 8 1 3  8  0.000 
Figure 5 
Average Rank Order of Factors  t o  Consider When Determining 
School D i s t r i c t  Reorganization 
a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  percentages t o t a l  s l i g h t l y  more than 100 
percent .  The a b i l i t y  t o  meet s t a t e  s tandards  ( 3 9 . 3  pe rcen t )  
has 1 5 . 1  more percentage poin ts  than any o t h e r  f a c t o r .  
Breadth o f  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  o f f e r i n g  ( 2 4 . 2  percent )  and 
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of students ( 1 6 - 7  percent) a r e  a l so  i d e n t i f i e d  
more often than  chance would allow. Categories given 
l i t t le by board members as primary choices as 
f a c t o r s  which should be considered when reorganizing 
the p u b l i c  schools  inc lude  taxable  va lua t ion  ( 0 . 4  p e r c e n t ) ,  
number of P r ~ f e s  s i o n a l  s t a f f  ( 0 . 8  percent)  , t r anspor ta -  
tion of s t u d e n t s  (3.5 percent)  , per  pupi l  cos t  ( 4 . 3  
p e r c e n t )  , and square mi les  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  ( 4 . 4  percent)  . 
Figure  7 i d e n t i f i e s  by percentage t h e  number of 
respondents  who s e l e c t e d  each of the  n ine  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
as  one o f  t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  choices .  Each column w i l l  
have a t a t a l  which must range between 0 and 100, Again, 
t h e  d i s t r i c t ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  meet s t a t e  minimum standards 
( 6 8 . 1  p e r c e n t )  and t h e  breadth of i n s t r u c t i o n a l  o f f e r i n g s  
( 5 0 . 3  p e r c e n t )  a r e  most o f t e n  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  key f a c t o r s  
to c o n s i d e r  i n  school d i s t r i c t  r eo rgan iza t ion*  Taxable 
v a l u a t i o n  ( 7 . 1  percent )  , number of p ro fess iona l  s t a f f  
(13.2 percent ) ,  and square mi les  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  (17.7 
percen t )  have l i t t l e  support  from board members as 
f a c t o r s  t o  consider  a s  impacting reo rgan iza t ion .  
Other  f a c t o r s  given some support  include the  number 
of s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  ( 4 2 . 6  p e r c e n t ) ,  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  
t o  t h e  a t t endance  cen te r  ( 3 6 . 7  p e r c e n t ) ,  per  pup i l  
cos t  ( 3 0 . 3  percent )  , and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  of  s tuden t s  
( 2 7 . 9  pe rcen t )  . 
Figure 7 
Percentage  o f  Times Each Al te rna t ive  Was Selec ted  As t h e  
F i r s t ,  Second, o r  Third Fac tor  t o  
Consider i n  Reorganization 
Although d i f f e r e n c e s  were noted ,  they were no t  s i g n i f i c a n t  
i n d i c a t i n g  that  t h i s  por t ion  o f  t h e  survey may be 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of board members a s  a  whole throughout 
the s t a t e .  Of the  school board members who s e l e c t e d  
the ability to meet minimum standards (39.3 percent) 
as the primary determining factor for school district 
reorganization, board members from districts of enroll- 
ment size 301-600 supported this concept at the highest 
rate (41.4 percent) while board members of the lowest 
rate (33.7 percent) came from districts of more than 
3,000 enrollment. This difference is statistically insig- 
nificant. School board members who selected breadth 
of instructional program as the primary choice (24.2 
percent) ranged in primary support level by enrollment 
size from 1,001-1,500 (28.4 percent) to 2,001-3,000 
(9.7 percent). Board members who had between 12.1 and 
15.0  years experience rated the ability to meet state 
minimum standards highest (43 ' 5 percent) , while board 
members with more than 15,O years of experience rated 
it as their primary choice 10.0 percent of the time. 
Breadth of instructional offerings was supported as 
a primary choice most often by board members who had 
9.1-12.0 years of experience (32.5 percent) , while 
board members with 12.1-15.0 years of experience 
selected this same alternative as the primary choice 
at a 15.9 percent level. Board members in Area 
Education Agency 1 chose the ability to meet state 
minimum standards as the primary alternative most 
often (47.4 percent) while those from Area Education 
Agency 2 made the same choice 32.7 percent of the 
~readth of instructional offerings was selected as the 
primary choice most often by board members from Area 
  ducat ion Agency 7 (30.5 percent) and least often by 
board members from Area Education Agencies 1 and 15 
at a rate of 15.6 percent. 
Preferred Methods of School District Reorganization 
Five potential methods of school district 
reorganization developed from the year long study of 
the panel of advisors to the Iowa State Board of 
Education were presented for consideration to all 
survey recipients. Participants were asked ta rank 
order their preferences of those five alternatives. 
A rank af 1 indicated the choice most s t r o n g l y  supported, 
- 
a rank of - 2 the second best choice, and so on, with 
a rank of 5 equalling the Peast preferred choice of 
those given. The reader should understand that only 
choices prepared by the researcher were ranked and 
given consideration. Of the 1,416 respondents to this 
survey question, three responded that no alternative 
was acceptable and none suggested that any additional 
alternative should be considered. However, such 
alternatives were not in any way encouraged. 
Figure 8 is a summary of the mean ranlcs of all 
respondents. The Friedman Two-way Analysis of Variance 
Test applied assumes equal differences between ranked 
Minimum County Natural  Kestruc.  Restrue.  
E n r o l l .  L i k e  Prog. Corn. Standards 
Plan  Plan Plan Plan Plan 
Cases Chi-square D.E.  Signif icance 
1 , 4 1 6  1003,8382 4 0.0000 
Figure 8 
Average Rank Qrder  of  S p e c i f i c  
Reorganization Plans 
f a c t o r s .  Equal d i f f e rences  do n o t  e x i s t  h e r e .  However, 
mean d i f f e r e n c e s  do e x i s t  as  shorm by the  average 
rankings  ranging from 2 . 0 4  eo 3 . 6 6  i n  a f i v e  i tem rank 
o r d e r  l i s t  Two a l t e r n a t i v e s  emerged as  much p r e f e r r e d  
over  the o t h e r  t h r e e .  Al t e rna t ives  wl~ ich  generated 
suppor t  inc luded the  na tura l  progression plan ( 2 . 0 4 )  
and the r e s t r u c t u r i n g  standards plan (2 .60 )  . Those 
p l a n s  which generated l i t t l e  support  included the 
minimum enrollment plan (3 .66)  , the  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  
c o m i s s i o n  p lan  ( 3 . 3 8 )  , and the county-l ike p lan  (3 .33)  . 
Minimusn County Natural Restruc.  Restruc.  
E n r o l l .  Like Prog, Corn, Standards 
Plan  Plan Plan Plan Plan 
Figure 9 
Percentage  of  Times Each Al te rna t ive  Mas Selec td  
A s  t h e  Primary Plan t o  Consider 
i n  Reorganizati.on 
F i g u r e  9 i d e n t i f i e s  by percentage t h e  number of  
respondents  who s e l e c t e d  each plan as a f i r s t  choice .  
Because not a l l  respondents ranked a l l  f i v e  plans the  
percentages t o t a l  s l i g h t l y  more than 100 percent. The 
n a t u r a l  progress ion  p lan  emerges a s  t h e  p lan  w i t h  t h e  
most suppor t  (55.7 percent)  from a l l  board members. 
This p lan gathered more f i r s t  choices  than a l l  o t h e r  
104 
plans combined (44.3 percent). No other single plan 
venerated an average of 20.6) percent or more. Again, 0 
the restructuring commission plan (7.3 percent), minimum 
emrollment plan (8.2 percent) , and county-like plan 
(10.1 percent) have little support from board members 
across the state. This research is based on board 
members who responded without regard to enrollment size 
of school districts, experience of board members, or 
location of the districts. 
Figure 10 depicts by percentage the number of 
respondents who selected each of the five plans as 
one the top two choices. Each column has a score 
which must range between 0 and 100. The natural 
progression plan (71.3 percent) and restructuring 
standards plan (56.0 percent) received considerably 
more support than the other three plans proposed. 
The natural progression plan received nearly twice 
as much support as the number three choice, the county- 
like plan (28.8 percent). The minimum enrollment plan 
received first or second choice support from 21.6 
percent of all board members, the lowest rate of support 
of all five plans presented. The restructuring commission 
plan received slightly more support (23.0 percent) 
as a first o r  second choice. However, random choices 
would have resulted in each plan having 40.0 percent 
first or second choices, 
Minimum County Natural Restruc. Restruc. 
Enroll. Like Prog . Comm . Standards 
Plan Plan Plan Plan Plan 
Figure 10 
Percentage of Times Each Plan Was Selected 
As the First or Second Choice to 
Consider in Reorganization 
The rate of least appropriate reorganization plan 
as seen by school board members is depicted Ln Figure 11. 
The plan perceived as the worst possible alternative 
most often was the minimum enrollment plan with 3 6 . 2  
percent of all respondents selecting it as the poorest 
alternative. The restructuring commission plan was 
selected as the poorest alternative by 22.6 percent 
of the respondents and the county-like plan by 21.6 
percent of the respondents. Only the restructuring 
standards plan (9.1 percent) and the natural progression 
plan (10.4 percent) had less than random chance opposition. 
Minimum County Natural Restrue. Restruc. 
Enroll. Like Prog , Corn. Standards 
Plan Plan Plan Plan Plan 
Percentage of Times Each Alternative Was Selected 
As the Least Favorite Plan to 
Consider in Reorganization 
Table 18' identifies the areas of difference 
between groups of school board members based on district 
enrollment in relation to the choice of requiring 
that every school district must have at least 1 , 0 0 0  
students enrolled or be required to reorganize with 
other districts, 
School districts currently ranked at the bottom 
of the enrollment scale ( 0 - 3 0 0 )  showed the least amount 
of strong support of such a concept (2.9 percent) while 
school districts whose population ranged from 2,001-3,000 
had board members strongly support such a concept at 
a 23.0 percent rate. When comparing first and second 
Table 18 
Minimum Enrollment Reorganization Plan 
Compared by Enrollment Categories 
Enrollment 
ROW 
TOTAL 
Bt4r 
Chi-square D.F. Significance 
239,37958 24 0.0000 
Note: Adjusted Residuals - Significant at 3.2 (Critical 
value for . 0 5  Level of significance allocated over 35 
cells); cells significantly differene are enclosed. 
choices only 8.6 percent of those same small schools' 
board members supported t he  establishment of t h e  m i n i m u m  
enrollment plan where nearly half (47.6 percent) of t h e  
rQ8" 
b o a r d  members from t h e  d i s t r i c t s  rang ing  i n  s i z e  from 
2 ,001-3 .000  suppor t ed  such a  concept .  
When i d e n t i f y i n g  oppos i t i on  t o  such a p l a n  t h e  
smallest  d i s t r i c t s  had over  h a l f  (51.4 p e r c e n t )  o f  t h e  
r e s p e c t i v e  r e sponden t s  r a t e  such a  p l an  as t h e  l e a s t  
a c c e p t a b l e  of t h e  f i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  w h i l e  on ly  9 . 3  
p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  l a r g e s t  d i s t r i c t s  found such a  p l a n  t h e  
l e a s t  f a v o r a b l e  . 
A s  e a c h  en ro l lmen t  ca tegory  i n c r e a s e d  i n  s i z e  
t h e  level  of  p r imary  suppor t  f o r  t h e  minimum enro l lment  
p l a n  i n c r e a s e d  u n t i l  t h e  l a r g e s t  enro l lment  s i z e  was 
r e a c h e d  a t  which p o i n t  t h e  l e v e l  of  primary suppor t  
d e c r e a s e d .  C a t e g o r i e s  of  enrol lment  and l e v e l s  of 
p r i m a r y  s u p p o r t  i n c l u d e  d i s t r i c t  s i z e  0-300 ( 2 . 9  p e r c e n t ) ,  
301-500 (4 .6  p e r c e n t ) ,  601-1,000 ( 6 . 6  p e r c e n t ) ,  1 , 0 0 1 -  
1 ,500  ( 1 4 . 0  p e r c e n t ) ,  1 ,500-2,000 (20.0  p e r c e n t ) ,  2 ,000-  
3 ,000 ( 2 3 . 0  p e r c e n t )  , and 3 ,000-plus  ( 1 5 . 1  p e r c e n t )  . 
When a n a l y z i n g  t h e  d a t a  i n  terms o f  l e a s t  f a v o r i t e  
p l a n  a n e a r l y  p e r f e c t  i n v e r s e  c o r r e l a t i o n  i s  found. 
D i s t r i c t s  s m a l l e s t  i n  enro l lment  have t h e  
g r e a t e s t  o p p o s i t i o n  r o  t h e  p l a n  w h i l e  t h o s e  w i t h  t h e  
g r e a t e s t  e n r o l l m e n t  have t h e  l e a s t  o p p o s i t i o n .  C a t e g o r i e s  
o f  e n r o l l m e n t  i n  a s s e s s i n g  t h e  minimum en ro l lmen t  p l a n  
as the least a c c e p t a b l e  a l t e r n a r i v e  i n c l u d e  d i s t r i c t  
size 0-300 ( 5 1 . 4  p e r c e n t ) ,  301-600 ( 4 7 . 0  p e r c e n t ) ,  
601-1.000 (37 .1  ~ e r c e n t )  , 1 ,001-1 ,500  (14 .0  p e r c e n t )  , 
1,501-2,000 (13.7 percent), 2,001-3,000 (10.8 percent), 
and 3,001 -plus (9.3 percent). 
Table 1;gshows the areas of difference 
between groups of school board members based on district 
enrollment in relation to the plan for reorganizing 
districts in accordance with a county-like system. 
In 
utilizing such a system school districts would become 
congruous with Iowa's ninety-nine individual counties. 
As a whole, board members supported this concept 
as the best alternative 10.1 percent of the time, 
Although there were some significant differences 
identified, no unique pattern of support or opposition 
emerged. School districts with enrollments between 
1,001-1,500 supported this concept at the highest level 
(18.7 percent) while school districts with enrollments 
of 301-600 selected this alternative as the primary 
choice least often (6.0 percent). 
When considering the county-like system as the 
least favorite alternative, districts with enrollments 
of 3,001-plus opposed the concept most often (37.2 
percent). Districts with enrollments from 601-1,000 
selected this alternative at the lowest rate (18.2 percent) 
of a l l  seven enrollment categories. 
Table 20 identifies @he areas of difference 
between groups of school board members based on district 
enrollment i n  relation to the choice of reorganizing 
Table l g  
County-Like Reorganization Plan Compared 
by Enrollment Categories 
Enrollment 
Chi-square D.F. Significance 
76.01789 24 0.0000 
Note:  Adjusted Residuals - Significant at 3.2 (Criti 
value for . 0 5  level of significance allocated over 35 
cells); cells significantly different are enclosed. 
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school'districts through the natural progression plan 
which provides financial incentives for school districts 
that decide at the local level to reorganize with one 
o r  more cont iguous d i s t r i c t s .  
The smal l e s t  two ca tegor ies  of school d i s t r i c t s  
suppor ted  t h i s  plan at a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher r a t e  
t h a n  a l l  o t h e r  s i z e  d i s t r i c t s .  D i s t r i c t s  i n  
t h e  0-300 range supported t h i s  plan a t  a  7 0 . 9  percent  
r a t e  w h i l e  those  d i s t r i c t s  ranging i n  s i z e  from 
301-600 s e l e c t e d  t h i s  plan as  a  f i r s t  choice 71.9 
p e r c e n t  of t h e  t ime. School d i s t r i c t s  wi th  enrollments 
above 1 ,000 a l l  supported t h e  n a t u r a l  progression plan 
a t  a  r a t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  than t h e  smaller  d i s t r i c t s  
There w a s  a minimum of 39.4  percentage po in t s  l e s s  
s u p p o r t  from d i s t r i c t s  above 1 , 6 0 0  i n  enro>lrnent. When 
l i s t i n g  p r i o r i t y  choices school d i s t r i c t s  ranging 
from 1,001-1,500 s e l e c t e d  t h i s  plan a t  a 26.8 percent  
r a t e ,  school  d i s t r i c t s  from 1,501-2,000 3 1 . 6  pe rcen t ,  
d i s t r i c t s  from 2,001-3,000 1 9 . 7  percent ,  and school 
d i s t r i c t s  from 3,001-plus 25.6 pe rcen t ,  A s  shown i n  
F i g u r e  9, 55.7 percent  of a l l  respondents s e l e c t e d  t h e  
n a t u r a l  progress ion  plan as  the  top p r i o r i t y  choice ,  
Hawever, of t h e  798 p r i o r i t y  one choices f o r  t h i s  
plan 526 o r  65.9 percent  of those choices were made 
by schoo l  board members from d i s t r i c t s  of  600 s tuden t s  
o r  l e s s .  School d i s t r i c t s  ranging i n  s i z e  from 1,001- 
1 , 5 0 0 ,  2i001-3,000, and 3,001-plus a l l  s e l e c t e d  t h e  
r e s t r u c t u r i n g  s tandards  p lan  above t h e  n a t u r a l  progress ion  
p l a n  according t o  respondents f i r s t  choices .  
Table 20 
Natural Progression Reorganization Plan 
Compared by Enrollment Categories 
Enrollment 
EFBUBI, OL PcT I  
1 - .7  t - 1 . 4  1 
1 - .8 f -3 .1  1 .8  1 2 . 6  1 
- .7  
CDLVHN 247 488 307 149 9 5 8 1 b.BX 4.3% 85 f 433 TOTAL 17.2% 34.111 2 1 * 4 X  1 0 ~ 4 %  & * O X  IOO.OX 
Chi-Sauare D.F. Significance 
308.96237 24 0,0000 
~ 6 ~ ~ :  Adjusted Residuals - Significant at 3.2 (Critical 
value for , ~ 5  level of significance allocated over 35 
cells.: cells significantly different are  enclosed* 
Differences occurred when evaluating the 
oppos i t ion  t o  t he  na tura l  progression plan. School 
d i s t r i c t s  in the 0-300 range of enrollment selected 
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t h i s  p l a n  a s  t h e  l e a s t  acceptable 3 + 2  percent  o f  the  
t ime and d i s t r i c t s  ranging i n  s i z e  from 301-600 s e l e c t e d  
t h e  p l a n  3 . 9  percent  of the  time. However, l a r g e r  
d i s t r i c t s  s e l e c t e d  t h i s  plan as  t h e  l e a s t  acceptable  
a t  a h i g h e r  r a t e  wi th  d i s t r i c t s  ranging from 1,001- 
1 , 5 0 0  ( 2 0 . 1  p e r c e n t ) ,  1,501-2,000 (24.2 percent)  , 
2,001-3.000 ( 2 9 . 5  p e r c e n t ) ,  and 3,001-plus (24 .4  pe rcen t ) .  
Table 21. shows only one a rea  of d i f f e r e n c e  
between groups of school board members a s  r e l a t e d  t o  
d i s t r i c t  enrollment and s e l e c t i o n  of t h e  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  
by s t a t e  appointed commission plan which c a l l s  f o r  the  
s t a t e  t o  appoin t  a  s p e c i a l  commission t o  s e t  gu ide l ines  
f o r  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  and then t o  ca r ry  out  reorganizing 
schoo l  d i s t r i c t s  i n  accordance with those gu ide l ines .  
Only 7 . 3  percent  of a l l  respondents supported t h e  
s t a t e  c o m i s s i a n  plan a s  t h e  b e s t  a l t e r n a t i v e .  However, 
w h i l e  school  d i s t r i c t s  ranging i n  size from 0-300 were 
l e a s t  l i k e l y  t o  s e l e c t  t h e  plan ( 3 - 7  percent )  a s  t h e  
pr imary choice ,  school d i s t r i c t s  from t h e  l a r g e s t  
d i s t r i c t s ,  3 ,001-plus,  supported such a  p lan  as t h e  
b e s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  1 9 . 8  percent  of t h e  t ime. 
There were no o the r  notable  d i f f e rences  
between groups when analyzing the  s t a t e  commission 
plan wi th  enrollments of school d i s t r i c t s .  
Ra the r ,  most oppos i t ion  was of a  random n a t u r e .  
D i s t r i c t s  w i t h  enrollments between 1,501-2,000 s e l e c t e d  
Table 21 
Restructuring Commission Plan Compared 
by Enrollment Categories 
Enrollment 
CDUNT I 
EXF. VAL 1 
CDL PCT I 
RESIDUALlo-300 301-600 601-1000 1001-150 1501-200 2001-300 3501-FLU R O W  
S T D  RES I 
ADJ RE3 I I I 2 1 3 1 0 0 0 4 1 S 5 1 6 l 7 1 T O T A L  
--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------*-------- 
1 I 9 I 22 1 20 1 18 1 8 1 
18." 'r " " 2  1 10.7 i ? * 0  4:: 11111 "4% 1 3 . 7 1  1 4.6% 1 6 - 6 1  1 12.11 i 8.4X I 1 6 . 4 2  1 19.8% 1 
-9.0 1 -13.1 1 -2.2 1 7.1 1 1.0 1 5,5 I 10.7 1 1 -2.1 1 -2.2 I - . S  1 2.1 1 .4 t 2.5 1 I 
1 - 2 . 4  1 -2.8 1 - . 5  1 2.3 1 .4 1 2.8 1 4 . 6  1 +--------*--------*--------*-----+----+--------*--------+-------- * 
1 I 47 t 62 I 44 t 35 1 1 3 1  - 6 1  17 1 223 
I 38.6 1 7 5 . 3  1 47.6 1 23.5 1 15.0 1 9.6 1 13.5 1 15.7% 
I 19.2% t 12.0% I 14 .SX  1 23.52 1 13.7% I 9 . 8 X  I 19.8X I 
1 8 . 4  1 -14 .3  1 -3 .6  3 $1 .5  1 -2 .0  1 -3.6 1 3.5 1 
1 4 1 -1.6 1 - .5  1 2.4 1 - -1.2 i 5 b 1.6 1 -2.2 1 -.6 1 2.7 1 - 2  1 -1.3 1 1 +--------+--------+--------+-----------+--------+--------+--------+ 
84 1 166 1 84 1 39 1 24 1 2 2  f 21 1 440 2 f 76.1 1118 .5  1 93.8 1 46.3  1 29.5 1 19.0 26.7 1 31.1% 
1 34.3% 1 3 4 . 7 %  1 27.8% 1 26.22 1 25.32 I 36.1% 1 24.4% 1 
7.9 1 17.5 1 -9.8 1 -7.3 1 -3.5 1 3.0 1 - 5 . 7  I I .9  1 1 , 4  1 -1.0 I -1.1 1 -1 .0  I .7 1 -1.1 I 
t t . 2  1 2.1 1 - 1 . 4  1 - 1 . 4  t -1-3 1 .9 t -1.4 1 
*--------+--------+--------+--------*--------*--------+-------- + 
4 1 76 1 24 E 18 i 13 1 lC, 1 329 
C . 9  I f l 1 . l  1 70.2 1 34 .6  t 22.1 1 1 4 . 2  1 20.0 1 23-23  
S.7X 1 24.9% 1 25.23 1 1b.lX I 1S.PX i 21.32 t 18.6% l 
t 6.1 1 7 . 9  1 5.8 1 - 1 0 . 6  1 -4 .1 E -1.2 4 - 4 . 0  1 
.8 1 .8 1 .7  1 -1.8 1 -.9 1 - . 3  1 - . 9  1 t 1.0  I 1.1 I . 9  1 - 2 . 2  1 -1.0 1 -.4 1 -1.0 I 
*--------+--------+--------+--------*--------+--------+--------+ 
5 1 4 1  1 110 f 78 1 32 1 10 1 15 1 320 
1 55.4 1 1 0 8 . 0  1 68.2 1 3317 1 21.5 1 13.8 1 19.4 1 22.6% 
I 17.1X t 23.OX 1 25.8X I 22.1% 1 33.72 1 16 .4% I 1 7 . 4 %  1 
1 -13 .4  1 2.0 1 9.8 1 -.7 1 10.5 1 -3.8 1 - 4 . 4  1 
I -1.8 L . 2  1 1.2 1 2.3 1 -1.0 I -1 .0  I 
1 -2.2 1 . 3  1 1.5 1 I:! 1 2.7 1 -1.2 1 - 1 .2  1 
................................................................ 
G LUPIN 2 4 5  43  8 302 E49 9 5 5 1 8 6 1 4  16 PwAL 1 7 - 3 1  33.83 21=3X 10n5r  6.7% 4 . 3 2  6 . 1 %  100 .01  
Chi-square D.E. Significance 
78.43389 24 0.0000 
Note :  Adjusted Residuals - Significant at 3.2 (Critical 
value for level of significanke allocated over 35 
cells); cells significantly different are enclosed. 
this aiternative as the least favorite most often 
(33.7 percent) while school districts between 2,001- 
3,000 in enrollment selected this same alternative 
l a s t  1 6 . 4  pe rcen t  of t h e  time. 
Table  2 2  shows t h e  areas  of notable  d i f f e rence  
between groups of school board members based on d i s t r i c t  
en ro l lmen t  when choosing t h e  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  standards 
p l a n  which c a l l s  f o r  d i s t r i c t s  t o  meet s t a t e  minimum 
s t a n d a r d s  wi thout  s p e c i a l  a i d s  such as  sharing between 
d i s t r i c t s  o r  telecommunication systems and i f  unable 
t o  do s o  t o  be  reorganized.  
School d i s t r i c t s  ranging from 301-600 showed 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  support  (14.0  percent)  than d i s t r i c t s  
r ang ing  i n  s i z e  from 1,501-2,000 (30.5 percent ) .  There 
were o t h e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  l e v e l s  o f  support  f o r  t h i s  
p l a n ,  none of which were s i g n i f i c a n t .  A l l  d i s t r i c t s  
l a r g e r  than  600 s tuden t s  supported t h i s  plan a s  t h e  
b e s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  24 .5  percent  of t h e  time while school 
d i s t r i c t s  below 600 enrollment s e l e c t e d  t h i s  plan 
a t  a  1 4 . 5  percent  r a t e .  School d i s t r i c t s  ranging i n  
s i z e  from 0-1 ,000 s tudents  supported t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  
as t h e  primary choice a t  a  1 6 . 2  percent  r a t e  and those 
d i s t r i c t s  wi th  more than 1,000 s tudent  en ro l l ed  supported 
t h e  same a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  t h e  same manner a t  a  2 7 . 9  
p e r c e n t  r a t e .  
The r e s t r u c t u r i n g  s tandards  p lan  was s e l e c t e d  
a s  a second a l t e r n a t j v e  by d i s t r i c t s  under 600 most 
o f t e n  ( 4 3 . 0  p e r c e n t ) .  Although s e l e c t i n g  t h e  plan 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  less  as  t h e  primary choice ,  i t  was 
Table 22 
Restructuring Standards Plan Compared 
by Enrollment Categories 
Enrollment 
COUNT I 
EXP VAL I 
COL PCT I 
RE9IDuALla-300 301-600 $01-SO00 1001-150 1501-200 2001-300 ~ ~ O ~ - P L I J  RON 
TOTAL 
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I 1 9 . 9 %  I 1 9 . 4 %  I 18.8% 1 18.12 1 14.7% I 9 .8X I 18.6X I 
1 3.6 1 4.6 t 1.0 i - . 5  1 -3.5 1 -5.3 1 . 1  I .5 1 .5  1 .1  I -.f t - . B  1 -1.6 1 
I 
.a I 
.6 1 - 7  1 . 2  I - I -1.0 I  -1.8 I .O I 
*--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+-------- + 
4 34 1 81 I 52 t 28 1 15 1 12  1 12 t 234 ( 40.4 1 7 9 . 5  1 4 9 . 8  1 24.5 1 15.6 1 10.0 t 14.1 1 l & . I X  
1 13.82 1 16.7% 1 l7.2X t 18.8X i 15.82 1 19.7% t 1 4 . O X  t 
I -6.4 t 1.5 1 2.2  t 3 .5  1 -.& 1 2.0 1 -2.1 k 
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8.5X I b . 4 2  1 9-97,  1 IJ.lX f 9::~ 1B.OX I 1I.6X I 1 -1 .5  1 - $ ? . 2  1 2.3 1 4  1 -1.7 1 5 . 4  1 2.L I 
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COLUMN 246 484 303 1 4 9  9 5 & 1 b . 7 2  4.3% 8 6 $ 4 2 4  TOTAL 17.3% 34.02 21.32 lo*!!i% 6.02 100.0X 
Chi-square D.F. Significance 
65.79204 24 0.0000 
Note: Adjusted Xesiduals - Significant at 3.2 (Critical 
value far .05  level  of significance allocated over 35 
cells); cells significantly different are enclosed. 
selected considerably more as the second best choice, 
When combining first and second alternatives the 
restructuring standards plan had 56.0 percent support. 
3.17 
Districts under 1,000 students enrolled supported the 
plan 56.5 percent of the time, and districts above L.000 
enrollment had 54.5 percent support, 
There was no unusual difference between groups 
which selected the restructuring standards plan when 
analyzed as the least acceptable alternative. As a 
whole only 9.1 percent of the respondents listed the 
restructuring standards plan as the least acceptable. 
Districts of less than 1,000 students listed this plan 
as least acceptable 7.9 percent while districts of 
1,000 students or more listed such an alternative 
as the last choice l2,3 percent. Chance alone would 
have listed the alternative last at a rate of 20.0 
percent. 
Results of-respondents were also analyzed according 
to years of experience on school bdards. 
Experience categories ranged from first 
tern board members to six or more terns on local. school 
boards. There were no differences between groups 
dependent on experience of board members as directors 
of local public school districts. Board members with 
experience more than 15.0 years on the board supported 
the minimum enrollment plan at the highest rate (15.0 
and board members with between 3.1-6.0 years 
of experience were least likely to rate this alternative 
as the top priority choice (7.6 percent). The minimum 
l l 8  
en ro l lmen t  p l a n  was r a t e d  as  th; l a s t  cboice most o f t e n  
- .  
by boa.rd members wi th  3 . 1  years experience ( 3 9 . 0  percent )  
w h i l e  t h e  p lan  was l e a s t  l i k e l y  t o  be r a t e d  as  the  l a s t  
c h o i c e  by board members with 9.1-12.0 years  experience 
( 2 7 . 9  p e r c e n t ) .  
  he county- l ike  plan a l s o  produced minimal d i f f e rence  
i n  terms of support  with board members who had 22.1-15.0 
y e a r s  of  experience s e l e c t i n g  i t  as  a  f i r s t  choice 
p r i o r i t y  most o f t e n  (16.3 percent)  and board members 
w i t h  6.1-9.0 yea r s  on t h e  board s e l e c t i n g  t h e  plan 
f i r s t  l e a s t  o f t e n  ( 7 . 1  percent ) .  Board members with 
3 .1 -6 .0  y e a r s  of experience l i s t e d  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  
most o f t e n  as  t h e  l e a s t  p re fe r red  choice (23.5 percent )  
w h i l e  t h o s e  members with 12.-15.0 l i s t e d  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  
l a s t  18 .6  percent  of t h e  t i m e .  
The n a t u r a l  progression plan was t h e  most o f t e n  
l i s t e d  p r i o r i t y  one choice a t  55 .7  percent .  Hawever, 
exper ience  of board members was of only s l i g h t  var iance  
w i t h  t h e  h i g h e s t  support  l e v e l  60.0 percent  f o r  15.1- 
p l u s  y e a r s  o f  experience and the  lowest support  l e v e l  
5 0 . 3  pe rcen t  f o r  6.1-9.0 years  of experience a s  board 
members. Experience made l i t t l e  d i f f e rence  i n  l a b e l i n g  
t h i s  ca tegory  as  t h e  l e a s t  f a v o r i t e  choice with t h e  
peak bppos i t ion  9.1-12.0 years of experience ( 1 8 . 2  
p e r c e n t )  and t h e  l eas t  opposi t ion 3.1-6.0 years  on t h e  
bea rd  (8 .4  pe rcen t ) .  
119 
The r e s t r u c t u r i n g  comiss ion  plan had board members 
w i t h  9 .1-12 .0  years  of experience support  the  plan as 
a p r i o r i t y  one choice a t  t h e  highest  r a t e  (11.8 ~ e r c e n t )  
and t h o s e  w i t h  15 .1-p lus  years the  lowest wi th  no board 
member suppor t ing  such a concept. When evaluat ing 
o p p o s i t i o n  t o  t h i s  p lan ,  board members with 12.1-15.0 
y e a r s  as board members l i s t e d  t h i s  choice l a s t  most 
o f t e n  (30.2 percent )  while board members with 15.1- 
p l u s  y e a r s  opposed i t  t h e  l e a s t  (10.0 pe rcen t ) .  
Board members wi th  6.1-9.0 years  of experience 
i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  s tandards plan as  a first 
c h o i c e  most o f t e n  (27,4 percent)  and members w i t h  
12 .1-15 .0  y e a r s  of experience l e a s t  o f t e n  (11.1 pe rcen t ) .  
S e l e c t i n g  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  a s  the  l e a s t  p re fe r red  choice 
came most o f t e n  from board members with 15 .3  years  of 
board exper ience  (20.0 percent)  and l e a s t  o f t e n  from 
board members wi th  9.1-12.0 years of experience as  
schoo l  board members (5 .9  pe rcen t ) .  
Resu l t s  were analyzed according t o  geographic 
r e g i o n  of  t h e  s t a t e  as  determined by l o c a t i o n  of each 
of t h e  f i f t e e n  a rea  education agencies .  There were no 
d i f  f erenees.  observed based-on- specific geographic 
r e g i o n s  of t h e  s t a t e .  
Board members from Area Education Agency 9 supported 
t h e  m i n i m  enrollment p lan  as  the  p r i o r i t y  choFce 
most o f t e n  (19 .0  percent )  and board members from Area 
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d ducat ion Agency 14 i d e n t i f i e d  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  a s  t h e  
b e s t  c h o i c e  a t  t h e  lowest r a t e  ( 2 . 7  pe rcen t ) .  School 
d i s t r i c t s  i n  Area Education Agency 9 a r e  predominantly 
u rban  w h i l e  those  f rom Area Education Agency 14 a r e  
predominant ly r u r a l .  AEA 14 school d i s t r i c t  board 
members i d e n t i f i e d  the  minimum enrollment plan as the  
l e a s t  f a v o r i t e  opt ion most o f t en  ( 5 3 . 4  percent)  while  
those  from AEA 16 d i d  so a t  the  lowest r a t e  (15.6 percent)  
School board members from Area Education Agency 15 
suppor ted  t h e  county-l ike plan as  the  b e s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  
most o f t e n  ( 2 8 . 9  percent)  , and board members from AEA 9 
suppor ted  t h i s  a s  the  b e s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  a t  the  lowest 
r a t e  ( 1 . 6  p e r c e n t ) .  This same plan was l i s t e d  a s  the  
l e a s t  accep tab le  a l t e r n a t i v e  most o f t en  by board members 
from d i s t r i c t s  i n  AEA 9 ( 2 9 . 7  percent)  and was l i s t e d  
l e a s t  o f t e n  i n  AEA 1 3  (4 .2  pe rcen t ) .  
The n a t u r a l  progression plan was supported most 
s t r o n g l y  by Area Education Agency 1 2  school board members 
(67.6 pe rcen t )  when l i s t i n g  as  t h e  f i r s t  p r i o r i t y  choice 
and l e a s t  o f t e n  (41.3 percent) by board members from 
AEA 16 .  When i d e n t i f y i n g  lease pre fe r red  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  
board members from AEA 1 6  l i s t e d  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  l a s t  
of the f i v e  most o f t e n  ( 2 3 . 9  percent)  and AEA 4 school 
board members l e a s t  o f t e n  (5 .3  percent)  . Those two 
a r e a  educat ion  agencies a r e  located i n  t h e  southeas t  
and northwest  corners of the  s t a t e  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  
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The r e s t r u c t u r i n g  commission plan produced top 
p r i o r i t y  l e v e l  support  most o f t en  (12.8 percent) from 
schoo l  board members i n  Area Education Agency 6 and 11 
w i t h  AEA 16 respondents supporting the  plan a s  a f i r s t  
c h o i c e  l e a s t  o f t e n  ( 2 . 2  percent) . Board members r e s id ing  
i n  AEA 4 supported t h e  plan most o f t e n  as  l e a s t  acceptable  
(28 .0  percen t )  while  members from AEA 1 did so l e a s t  
o f t e n  ( 1 6 . 1  pe rcen t ) .  Those a rea  education agencies 
a r e  l o c a t e d  i n  the  northwest and nor theas t  corners  
o f  t h e  s t a t e  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  
The r e s t r u c t u r i n g  standards plan was l i s t e d  as  
t h e  b e s t  p o s s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  most o f t e n  ( 2 7 . 0  percent)  
by board  members who r e s i d e  i n  Area Education Agency 9 
and l e a s t  o f t e n  r l 0 . 3  percent) by those who l i v e  i n  
AEA 12 .  Those a r e a  education agencies a r e  loca ted  i n  
t h e  e a s t e r n  most and western most p a r t s  o f  t h e  s t a t e  
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  CJhen l i s t e d  as the  l e a s t  acceptable  
a l t e r n a t i v e  t h i s  choice i s  l i s t e d  most o f t e n  (14 .3  
p e r c e n t )  by board members i n  AEA 9 amd l e a s t  o f t e n  
( 2 . 9  by board members i n  AEA 1 2 .  Board members 
from AEA 9 both supported and opposed t h i s  plan a t  t h e  
highest  r a t e .  
A l l  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f ferences  occurred only when 
d i s t r i c t  enrollment w a s  a cons idera t ion  when i d e n t i -  
fying which a l t e r n a t i v e  method of school d i s t r i c t  
r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  i n  Iowa i s  most p r e f e r a b l e  t o  school 
1 2 2  
board members, 
F i g u r e  12 i d e n t i f i e s  by percentage the  number 
o f  respondents  who represent  school d i s t r i c t s  of l e s s  
t h a n  1 , 0 0 0  i n  t o t a l  enrollment and who se lec ted  any 
g iven  p l a n  as  a f i r s t  prefer red  opt ion .  Because not  
a l l  p l a n s  were r a t e d  by a l l  p a r t i c i p a n t s *  percentages 
t o t a l  s l i g h t l y  more than 100.0 percent .  The n a t u r a l  
p r o g r e s s i o n  p lan  was r a t e d  as  t h e  most p re fe r red  plan 
of  all ( 6 6 . 7  percent )  with the  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  s tandards 
p l a n  second most p re fe r red  a t  16.2 percent when respondents 
w e r e  cons ide r ing  only f i r s t  choices .  The minimum 
enrol lment  p lan  ( 4 . 8  pe rcen t ) ,  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  commission 
p l a n  (5 .0  percent )  , and county-l ike plan ( 8 - 3  percent)  
r e c e i v e d  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  l e s s  support as  a p r i o r i t y  
one o p t i o n  than  t h e  o ther  two plans.  D i s t r i c t s  of 
l e s s  t h a n  1 ,000  s tudents  represent  76.1 percent  of a l l  
s choo l  d i s t r i c t s  and 3 2 . 9  percent of a l l  Iowa publ ic  
school  s t u d e n t s .  
F igure  13 shows by percentage t h e  same information 
a s  F igure  12 wi th  t h e  exception t h a t  only board members 
r e p r e s e n t i n g  school d i s t r i c t s  with s tudent  enrol lment  
of  more than  1,000 a r e  included. The r e s t r u c t u r i n g  
s t a n d a r d s  p lan  (27.9 percent)  and the  n a t u r a l  progression 
p l a n  ( 2 6 . 6  percent )  were the  two a l t e r n a t i v e s  which 
r e c e i v e d  t h e  most suppor t .  A l l  plans except t h e  
n a t u r a l  progress ion  plan received more support  from 
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Figure 13 
Percentage of Times Board Members from School 
Districts of Elore than 1,000 Students Selected 
Each Alternative as the Primary Plan 
to Consider in Reorganization 
represent 23.9 percent of all school districts and 
67.1 percent of all Iowa public school students. 
The percentage of respondents from districts of 
fewer than 1,030 students who selected each alternative 
as the least appropriate is presented in Figure 14. 
Because not all plans were rated by all participants, 
percentages total slightly more than 100.0 percent. 
Small school districts rated the minimum enrollment 
plan as the least favorite most often (45.1 percent) , 
and rated the natural progression plan (5.3 percent) 
and restructuring standards plan (7.9 percent) least 
often as the poorest plan. The last two plans were 
named 39.8 and 37.2 percentage points less often 
Minimum County Natural Restruc. Restruc. 
Enroll. Like Prog . Corn. Standards 
Plan P 1 an Plan Plan Plan 
Figure 14 
Percentage of Times Board Members from School 
Districts of Fewer than 1,000 Students Selected 
Each Alternative as the Least Favorite 
Plan to Consider in Reorganization 
respectively than the minimum public school enrollment 
plan. The county-like plan was rated as the poorest 
alternative 19.1 percent of the time and the restructuring 
commission plan 22.4 percent of the time. Each plan 
would have received a score of 20.0 percent by chance. 
Figure 15 shows by percentage the same infomation 
as Figure 14 with the exception that only board members 
representing school districts with enrollment larger 
than 1 , 0 0 0  are included. Because not all plans were 
Minimum County Natural Restruc. Restruc. 
Enroll. Like Prog , Corn. Standards 
Plan Plan Plan Plan Plan 
Figure 15 
Percentage of Times Board Members from School 
Districts of More than 1,000 students selected 
Each Alternative as the Least Favorite 
Plan to Consider in Reorganization 
rated by a l l  participants, percentages total slightly 
more than 100 .0  percent. Large districts opposed the 
county-like plan (28.3 percent) , natural progression 
plan (23.8 percent), and restructuring commission 
plan (23.0 percent). The least amount of opposition 
was shown toward the restructuring standards plan 
(12.3 percent) and minimum enrollment plan (13.0 
percent). 
CHAPTER 5 
Summary, Conclusions, Discussion, and Recommendations 
Enrollment in Iowa's public school districts 
declined between the 1969-70 and 1986-87 school years. 
Some individual school districts experienced a greater 
decline in enrollment than others. Only a few districts 
experienced enrollment growth during the last twenty- 
eight years. 
As school districts\nrollments declined pupil- 
teacher ratios also declined. The problem became how 
to continue to provide high quality education in Iowa 
as resources declined. Coupled with that problem was 
that of providing equal educational opportunities for 
all students. AS a result, school districts began to 
share students, teachers, and programs. Reorganization 
also began to take place between districts. The resulting 
larger geographic districts could provide quality 
education programs more efficiently . 
Reorganization is a controversial issue because 
local residents fight to keep independent school districts 
in order to maintain their individual community identities. 
As described in Chapter Four there is a perception that 
towns will die if they lose their schools. 
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It was the Purpose of this study to identify 
~otential reorganization methods which would be most 
acceptable to Iowa's school board members. 
It also was 
the intent of the researcher to share the study results 
with the Iowa General Assembly as that legislative 
body attempts to determine the direction for ~ u b l i c  
school district reorganization. To accomplish 
this, perceptions of board members of local 
district patronsf reasons for objecting to reorganization 
were determined. The study also was designed to 
determine the method preferred by board members for 
reorganization under current Iowa law, 
board members believe should perform reorganization, 
and also to identify factors board members believe are 
most important in determining reorganization. 
'h Chapter 2 national perspectives school 
district reorganization were reviewed in terms of 
appropriate enrollment necessary to achieve optimum 
student performance. Studies revealed that not only 
can school districts be too small in enrollment; thev 
can also be too large. A review of Iowa legislative 
action relative to reorganization was conducted. 
Historical perspectives and trends concerning reorgan- 
izatibn in Iowa were reviewed. Finally, an analysis 
of the current status of reorganization of public 
schools was considered ending with an explanation of 
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c u r r e n t  s p e c i f i c  a l t e r n a t i v e s  which w i l l  be considered 
by t h e  Iowa General Assembly i n  1 9 8 9 .  
I n  Chapter 3 the  research methodology used 
in t h i s  s tudy was described. The design of t h e  s tudy,  
i n s t r u m e n t ,  populat ion,  and treatment of t h e  da ta  were 
a l s o  desc r ibed .  
P r e s e n t a t i o n  and ana lys i s  of t h e  da ta  were contained 
i n  Chapter 4 .  The f indings of the  study included 
t e x t u a l  d i scuss ion  a s  wel l  a s  t abu la r  r e fe rence .  
Conclusions 
P a r t  I of  t h e  research instrument was designed 
t o  determine enrollment s i z e  of school d i s t r i c t s  
r e p r e s e n t e d  by school board member respondents, t h e i r  
l o n g e v i t y  on t h e  l o c a l  board a s  d i r e c t o r s ,  and geographic 
r e g i o n  o f  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t s .  This information was 
used t o  determine d i f ferences  between groups concerning 
a t t i t u d e s  toward school d i s t r i c t  reorganiza t ion .  
Seventy-two percent  of t h e  board members represented  
schoo l  d i s t r i c t s  of 1,000 s tudent  enrollment o r  fewer 
w h i l e  28 percent  represented d i s t r i c t s  of more than 
1 , 0 0 0  s t u d e n t s ,  Board members i n  t h e i r  f i r s t  o r  
second terms o n . t h e  boards made up 7 5 . 7  percent  of a l l  
board  members w h i l e  24 .3  percent had served more than 
two terms, ~ o ~ r d  member responses were evenly d i s t r i b u t e d  
according t o  geographic loca t ion  r e l a t i v e  t o  s tudent  
en ro l lmen t  and number of school d i s t r i c t s  i n  each 
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area education agency. Board members' attitudes toward 
various school district reorganization concepts do 
not significantly vary based on either experience or 
geographic location, Attitudes do vary significantly 
based on student enrollment size of the respective 
individual school districts. 
The second part of the survey produced results 
revealing that the most significant reasons given 
board members by district patrons as objections to 
school district reorganization are: (1) children 
would live too far from their attendance center, 
(2) the town would die if the school district were 
to reorganize, and (3) existing facilities would be 
wasted. 
Results of Part III of the survey led to the 
conclusion that board members generally prefer the 
petition method of school district reorganization 
over the dissolution method, Again, school board 
members from districts of 1,000 students or fewer 
support the petition method more strongly than those 
of 1,000 or more student enrollment. 
Results of the first section of Part I V  produced 
results which Zed to the conclusion that school board 
members believe that school district reorganization 
should be determined by the local school district. 
The study produced factors which should be 
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considered as most important in determining the number 
of school districts in Iowa as: (1) the ability to 
meet state minimum standards, (2) the breadth of 
instructional offerings, and (3) the number of students 
in a single district without consideration of what 
that number should be. 
Board members prefer the natural progression plan 
of reorganization over all others in reorganizing Iowa's 
school districts. Board members representing districts 
of fewer than 1,000 student enrollment prefer the 
natural progression plan as the best alternative at a 
66.7 percent rate. Those board members represented 
76.1 percent of all board members and 32.9 percent of 
all Iowa public school students. School board members 
representing school districts of more than 1,000 student 
enrollment prefer the restructuring standards plan as 
the best alternative to utilize in reorganizing school 
districts. Such board members represent 23.9 percent 
of all board members and 67.1 percent of all Iowa 
public school students. 
Discussion 
The discussion of the major conclusions is 
preseuted categorically. Each of the conclusions 
is discussed individually. 
It was determined that board members' responses 
varied significantly only by enrollment size of the 
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district . Board member longevity and geographic region 
as determined by area education agency had little impact 
on responses in general. It is not surprising that 
board members from districts of fewer than 1,000 
enrollment tended to vote differently than board members 
from districts of more than 1,000 enrollment. Those 
smaller districts are most likely to be affected by 
any reorganization method. As such they are perhaps more 
emotional in their responses and less likely to support 
any proposal which could lead to a change. 
Board members from larger enrollrneht districts 
tend to accept such reoreanFzation concepts more 
openly believing that they will be affected only 
minimally. However, all districts will probably be 
affected somewhat as the total number of districts 
is reduced. 
As a group, board members indicated that the most 
important reasons local patrons give as objections to 
school district reorganization are: (1) children 
would live too far from their attendance center, 
( 2 )  the town would die if the local district were 
reorganized, and (3) existing facilities would be 
wasted, 
Iowa has a law which limits the amount of time 
an elementary student may ride a school bus to or 
from an attendance center to sixty minutes each way. 
133 
should  d i s t r i c t s  become l a r g e r  than t y p i c a l  Iowa counties  
it would bcome nea r ly  impossible t o  comply with t h a t  
s t a t u t e .  Although t h i s  i s  not  a major l o g i s t i c a l  
problem i n  most of Iowa, i t  could be a  f a c t o r  i n  t h e  
more s p a r s e l y  populated areas  of the  s t a t e .  Any change 
i n  school  d i s t r i c t  reorganizat ion regula t ions  would 
need t o  cons ider  t h i s  cur rent  law, 
The b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  town would d i e  i f  t h e  attendance 
c e n t e r  w a s  c losed may have some m e r i t .  Families with 
young c h i l d r e n  do not  tend t o  move i n t o  towns without 
s c h o o l s .  However, towns without ch i ldren  d o n ' t  need 
s c h o o l s ,  The i s s u e  then becomes whether t h e  exis tence  
of c h i l d r e n  c r e a t e s  a need f o r  schools or  the  exis tence  
of schools  causes fami l ies  with chi ldren  t o  move t o  t o m s  
w i t h  schoo l s .  Since most school f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  e rec ted  
because of  s tudent  needs,  i t  would seem t h a t  r eo rgan iza t ion  
should  a l s o  r e f l e c t  s tudent  needs,  
The reason f o r  objec t ing  t o  school. d i s t r i c t  
r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  on t h e  bas i s  of wasting e x i s t i n g  
f a c i l i t i e s  has m e r i t .  School f a c i l i t i e s  which s tand 
empty w i l l  r a p i d l y  d e t e r i o r a t e .  However, because of 
t h a t  f a c t ,  cons idera t ion  needs t o  be  given t o  turn ing  
vacant  school bui ld ings  i n t o  community cen te r s  of 
some s o r t  such as  senior  c i t i z e n ' s  a c t i v i t y  b u i l d i n g s ,  
r e c r e a t i o n  c e n t e r s ,  community club c e n t e r s ,  o r  even 
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governmental operations centers. They could also be 
sold to private interests for a variety of uses dependent 
on the individual purchaser's specific design. 
The conclusion that board members prefer 
the petition method over the dissolution method of the 
two methods of reorganization now allowed by law raises 
two key issues. Although the preference for the 
petition method was at a two-thirds rate why have no 
districts used the dissolution method if indeed one- 
third of the board members support such a method? 
Second, if board members believe so strongly in local 
board decision making, why do they prefer the petition 
method which is citizen initiated reorganization over 
the dissolution method which is board initiated? 
The conclusion that local boards should determine 
school district reorganization was strongly supnorted 
by board members from every area education agency, by 
board members from all different enrollment size 
districts, and from board members with every noted 
level of experience. If only one thing is gained from 
this study it should be that school board members 
overwhelmingly believe that local boards should deter- 
mine their own implementation of any reorganization 
regulations whether state imposed or locally decided. 
Three factors emerged as being more important in 
determining school district reorganization than six 
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others from a list of nine which were generated from 
research. Although there was general agreement from 
board members that these were the three key factors, 
no effort was made to determine a definition of each 
factor. Therefore, it would be possible to have 
considerable agreement on any given factor and substantial 
disagreement as to the actual composition of that 
factor. 
The ability to meet state minimum standards was 
supported most strongly by all board members as the 
most important criteria to consider in school district 
reorganization, An additional consideration would be 
the manner in which such standards could be met including 
such possible alternatives as regular class instruction, 
sharing students across school district boundaries, 
sharing teachers with contiguous districts, utilization 
of teleeomunication systems, and correspondence courses. 
Depending on which of these alternative methods are allowed 
to meet minimum standards could influence the level of 
support for using this method. Such a definition was 
included in the final section of the questionnaire and 
results appear to have been impacted because of the 
narrow limits given there, but not in Part I V  (2) . 
~ o s t  board members (60.3 percent) rated breadth 
of instructional offerings as a significant factor in 
reorganization of public school districts. However, 
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again there was no real definition as to what "breadth 
of program" meant. In some cases it could have meant 
state minimum requirements while in others board members 
could have considered it to mean multiple languages 
and advanced collegiate level courses in every curriculum 
area. 
Surprisingly, board members identified the number 
of students in a district as the third most important 
factor in determining reorganization. However, this 
factor was supported at a much lower rate ( 4 2 . 6  percent) 
than the above two factors. No number was given as to 
what that minimum enrollment figure should be. However, 
when 1,000 was identified as a minimum enrollment 
figure as in the last section of the questionnaire, it 
was found as a preferred alternative by only 8.2 percent 
of all respondents. 
It would be valuable to replicate this study in 
few years and add more definition to various alternatives. 
Such a study would not only verify this research, bur  
would also add to it, 
Board member preference (66.7 percent) for the 
natural progression plan is cause for additional 
clarification. Iowa school board members generally 
come from small districts, those of fewer than 1,000 
enrollment (76.1 percent of all board members). This 
amounts to one board member for every 90.5 students 
while the remaining board members, those representing 
districts of more than 1,000 student enrollment, have a 
ratio of one board member for every 586.8 students. 
Obviously a representation problem exists although it 
is unclear as to whether board members representing the 
fewest students but impacted the most should affect 
reorganization plans greatest or whether the board 
members representing the largest number of students 
but impacted the least should have the most influence 
on such plans. 
If reorganization of Iowa's public school districts 
is indeed to take place, it will not be an easy process. 
All board members want to do what's best for the children 
of the state. The disagreement arises when it is 
necessary to determine what is best for the children. 
That subject would be an interesting and valuable 
dissertation topic, 
Recommendat ions 
1. Further study in the area of what people are 
actually willing to accept in school district reorgan- 
ization needs to be done. 
2 .  Additional study needs to be conducted to 
determine if there are other reorganization issues or 
alternatives which should be considered prior to the 
implementation of any of the plans considered in this 
report 
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3 .  
~lthough issues were raised and alternative 
plans were considered in a ranked format, it was 
impossible to determine the individual level of support 
or opposition to any concepts presented. Additional 
study to determine amount of support or opposition. 
4 .  Local boards need to carefully consider the 
existing reorganization alternatives very seriously. 
Little, if any, consideration is currently being 
given to the dissolution method of reorganization 
even when more than one-third. of all board members 
surveyed felt this method was preferable to the petition 
method. Additional study to determine why school 
districts reorganize using only the petition method 
could be of value, 
5 -  Local school districts should have the power 
to determine their own future as independent or reor- 
ganized school districts. State guidelines may be 
imposed, but districts capable of or willing to meet 
such guidelines without reorganizing should have the 
right to do so. 
6 .  Any reorganization plan developed should be 
based on meeting state minimum standards, breadth of 
curriculum, and number of students. Further study to 
determine appropriate specifics in each of these 
categories would be valuable to the reorganization 
process. ~Lthough school board members agree that 
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these are the three key elements, the definition of 
each category will vary with each individual board 
member . 
7 .  The restructuring standards plan should be 
given consideration by the Iowa General Assembly 
because this plan was supported most strongly by 
board members representing 67.1 percent of all Iowa's 
public school students. 
8. The natural progression plan should be given 
consideration by the Iowa General Assembly because this 
plan was supported most strongly by board members 
(66.7 percent) whose districts would be likely to be 
impacted most, districts of fewer than 1.000 students. 
9 .  Reorganization should be done by the local 
school districts utilizing state developed guidelines. 
10. Local districts which have low enrollments 
should be allowed to continue to operate if district 
patrons are willing to provide financially for the 
students of such districts to enable them to have an 
education equal to that of all other students in the 
state as determined by meeting a set of rigorous 
minimum standards . 
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APPENDIX A 
LETTER TO AREA EDUCATION AGENCY ADMINISTPATORS 
REQUESTING ASSISTANCE DISTRIBUTING 
LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT PACKETS 
November 3 ,  1987 
Dear AEA Adminis t ra tor ,  
P l e a s e  f i n d  enclosed m a t e r i a l s  a s  we had discussed e a r l i e r  
f o r  you t o  d i s t r i b u t e  t o  y o u r  v a r i o u s  school  d i s t r i c t s .  Your 
w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  do t h i s  a s  s o o n  a s  p o s s i b l e  is  genuinely a p p r e c i a t e d .  
Once you r e c e i v e  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  s choo l  d i s t r i c t s '  m a t e r l a l s  
back, p l e a s e  send them t o  m e  a s  soon as p o s s i b l e ,  However, i f  
you haven ' t  r ece ived  m a t e r i a l s  by December l s t ,  send what you 
have t o  me and I w i l l  d e a l  d i r e c t l y  w i t h  t h a t  school  d i s t r i c t .  
I r e a l i z e  t h i s  is  a n  inconven ience  t o  you and hope t h a t  
sha r i ng  t h e  r e s u l t s  05 t h i s  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  s tudy w i l l  be b e n e f i c i a l  
t o  you and help o f f - s e t  some of t h a t  inconvenkence which I have 
c r e a t e d  f o r  you, 
Thanks ve ry  much f o r  y o u r  a s s i s t a n c e .  This s tudy  would 
be imposs ib l e  without  your t e r r i f i c  he lp .  
S i n c e r e l y ,  
C r a  9 S c o t t  
315 Main S t r e e t  
Huxley, Iowa 50124 
P.S. P l e a s e  bill me f o r  t h e  p o s t a g e  i n  r e t u r n i n g  the  r e s u l t s  
to me. I w i l l  be happy t o  pay whatever  you f e e l  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e ,  
APPENDIX B 
LETTER TO LOCAL DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT 
REQUESTING ASSISTANCE DISTRIBUTING SURVEYS 
November 1, 1987 
Dear S u p e r i n t e n d e n t ,  
I need your  h e l p  to comple te  an enc losed  schoo l  board member 
q u e s t i o n n a i r e  which w i l l  p r o v i d e  va luab le  i n fo rma t ion  concernlrng 
s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  as w e l l  as g f v e  m e  neces sa ry  
i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  h e l p  comple t e  my d i s s e r t a t i o n .  
Th i s  su rvey  s h o u l d  t ake  f rom f o u r  t o  seven  minutes  t o  complete. 
I am ask ing  s u p e r i n t e n d e n t s  to ask  t h e i r  board members t o  complete 
t h e  survey  a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  t h e  f i r s t  November board meeting. 
Once completed you a r e  r e q u e s t e d  t o  c o l l e c t  t h e  su rveys ,  pu t  
them i n  t h e  e n c l o s e d  enve lope  and r e t u r n  them t o  your AEA d i r e c t o r .  
Envelope i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  i s  f o r  follow-up only and a13 board 
members a r e  g u a r a n t e e d  anonymkty. 
Enclosed a re  examples  of q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  which show you t h e  
r i g h t  way t h e  forms s h o u l d  be done a s  w e l l  as  t h e  i n c o r r e c t  way 
should  board members become confused .  P l ease  do not  show them 
t h e  examples b u t  u s e  them y o u r s e l f  t o  be s u r e  t h e y  a r e  fo l l awing  
d i r e c t i o n s ,  
I r e a l l y  a p p r e c i a t e  your suppor t  and w i l l  b e  happy t o  make 
t h e  r e s u l t s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  you a t  your r e q u e s t .  
S i n c e r e l y ,  
c r a i g  &cot  t 
315 Main S t r e e t  
Huxley, Iowa 50124 
APPENDIX C 
LETTER TO BOARD MEIIBERS REQUESTING 
PARTICIPATION IN THE STUDY 
November 1 1987 
Dear School Board Member, 
I would appreciate it very much ff you would take five 
minutes of your school board rneetfng time to complete the 
enclosed questionnaire. 
I hope that the information collected will accurately 
reflect local school board member attttudes toward school 
district reorganization. A further goal is that the information 
can be used to tell our state legfslature what should be 
done concerning school district reorganization as pointed 
out by those who know best, local school board members. 
In order to accomplish these goals, which will also meet 
part of my doctoral requirements in educational administration 
at Drake University, I really do need your help. 
Dr. Ted Davidson, Executive Director of the Iowa Association 
of School Boards, has given this study his strong support. 
Ted feels that very valuable infarmatLon will be gained 
and that it is particularly important that someone find 
out what school board members believe about reorganization. 
Results of the survey will b e  made available to every 
school district through the IASB office or directly from 
me once the project is completed, 
Your cooperation is genuinely appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Craig 
Wuxley, Iowa 50124 
APPENDIX D 
QUESTIOHNAI W DISTRIBUTED TO ALL LOCAL SCHOOL 
DISTRICT BOARD MEMBERS 
SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS ' ATTITUDES TOWARD 
SCHOOL D I S T R I C T  REORGPlNIZATION 
P a r t  I. Please c i r c l e  the  appropria te  response f o r  each 
of the  f o l l o w i n g  items : 
A. My school d i s t r i c t ' s  cur rent  enrollment i s :  
B .  I have served on t h e  school board f o r  the 
following yea r s  : 
3 .  5 . 1  - 9 . 0  6 .  15.1 - p l u s  
C .  My school d i s t r i c t  l i e s  in  the following AEA: (The superintendent can t e l l  you this information) 
1. AEA 1 9. AEA 10 
2 .  AEA 2 1 0 .  AEA 11 
3. AEA 3 11, AEA 1 2  
4. AEA 4 12. AEA 13 
5 .  AEA 5 1 3 .  AEA 14 
6 .  M A  6 14, AEA 15  
7 .  AEA 7 1 5 ,  AEA 1 6  
8 .  AEA 9 
P a r t  11. Please  c i r c l e  YES f o r  each of  t h e  following 
s t a t ements  t h a t  you have observed a r e  o f t e n  
expressed  by those  who r e s i s t  school d i s t r i c t  
r e o r g a n i z a t i o n  and c i r c l e  NO f o r  each statement 
no t  o f t e n  g i v e n  a s  a reason by those who oppose 
school. d i s t r i c t  r eo rgan iza t ion .  
YES - NO 1.  rans sport at ion would be too complicated. 
YES - NO 2 .  Taxes would i n c r e a s e ,  
YES - NO 3 .  T h e  town would d i e  i f  the  school d i s t r i c t  
r e o r g a n i z e d .  
YES - NO 4 .  TQO many s tuden t s  would go t o  a s i n g l e  
d i s t r i c t  . 
YES - NO 5 .  C h i l d r e n  would l i v e  too  f a r  from t h e i r  
a t t e n d a n c e  c e n t e r s .  
YES - NO 6 ,  T h e r e  would be more exposure t o  drugs 
and alcohol .  
YES - NO 7 .  T h e r e  would n o t  be  enough a c t i v i t i e s  i n  
w h i c h  t h e  s tuden t s  could p a r t i c i p a t e ,  
YES - NO 8 .  R e a l  e s t a t e  proper ty  va lues  would d e c l i n e .  
YES - NO 9 .  E x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  would be wasted. 
YES - NO 1 0 .  O t h e r  (p lease  s t a t e )  
P a r t  111. I f  your  d i s t r i c t  had t o  r eo rgan ize ,  which 
c u r r e n t  method allowed by law would you p r e f e r ?  
P l e a s e  c h e c k  only ONE blank.  
1. D i s s o l u t i o n  method: Dissolving t h e  d i s t r i c t  
and a l lowing  cur renr  r e s i d e n t s  t o  merge wi th  
any a d j a c e n t  d i s t r i c t  of  t h e i r  choice.  For 
example :  I f  your c u r r e n t  d i s t r i c t  borders  
f i v e  a t h e r  d i s t r i c t s ,  your s tuden t s  could go 
t o  f i v e  o t h e r  d i s t r i c t s .  
2.. p e t i t i o n  method: The e n t i r e  d i s t r i c t  merges 
w i t h  another  d i s t r i c t  ad jacen t  t o  yours.  For 
example :  If your c u r r e n t  d i s t r i c t  borders  
f i v e  o t h e r  d i s t r i c t s ,  your r e s i d e n t s  would 
v o t e  t o  merge w i t h  only  one of t h e  o the r  
f i v e  d i s t r i c t s .  
P a r t  I V .  P lease  r a n k  o r d e r  the  follow in^ by p lac ing  a 1 
by your first c h o i c e ,  a 2 by your second choice ,  
a 3 by your  t h i r d  choice, and so on u n t i l  all of 
the b l a n k s  have b e e n  f i l l e d .  No number should be 
used mare t h a n  o n e  t i m e .  
1. SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION SHOllLR BE 
DETEm4INED : 
by t he  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t .  
by l e g i s l a t i v e  a c t i o n .  
by a  s t a t e  appointed c o m i s s i o n .  
by e a c h  a r e a  educat ion agency. 
2 .  THE FOLLOWING FACTORS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED 
I N  ORDER OF IMPORTANCE I N  DETERMINING THE 
NUrVIBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN IOWA: 
number of s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t .  
s q u a r e  m i l e s  i n  the  d i s t r i c t .  
b r e a d t h  of i n s t r u c t i o n a l  o f f e r i n g s .  
c o s t  of educat ion  pe r  s tudent  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  of s tuden t s  i n  d i s t r i c t .  
t a x a b l e  v a l u a t i o n  i n  d i s t r i c t .  
a c c e s s i b i l i t y  t o  at tendance c e n t e r .  
number af p r o f e s s i o n a l  s t a f f  i n  
d i s t r i c t .  
a b i l i t y  t o  meet s t a t e  minimum s tandards .  
